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The Senate met at 8 a.m., on the ex
piration of the recess, and was called 
to order by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. THuRMOND). 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Our 
opening prayer this morning will be 
delivered by the Reverend John J. 
Hurley, Roman Catholic Mission, Cal
vinia, South Africa. Rev. Hurley is 
being sponsored by Senator BIDEN, of 
Delaware. 

PRAYER 

The Reverend John J. Hurley, 
O.S.F.S., Roman Catholic Mission, 
Calvinia, South Africa, offered the fol
lowing prayer: 

Father, today we join all creation in 
heaven and on Earth in praising You, 
our mighty God. 

You made humankind to your own 
image and set them over all creation. 
Once you chose a people and gave 
them a destiny. And when you 
brought them out of bondage to free
dom, they carried with them the 
promise that all people would be 
blessed, and all people could be free. 

It happened to our fathers and 
mothers who came to this land as if 
out of the desert, into a place of prom
ise and hope. It happens to us still, in 
our time, as you lead all Americans to 
the blessed vision of peace. 

And so Father, we ask you to accept 
the prayers we offer for our Nation 
and its Senators. By the integrity and 
wisdom of our Senators, may harmony 
and justice be secured and may there 
be lasting peace. Amen. 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
acting majority leader is recognized. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Journal 
of the proceedings of the Senate be 
approved to date. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 
would like to reserve our leadership 
time until after the special orders. 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Alaska yield to me? 

Mr. STEVENS. Would the Senator 
like to use some of our leadership 
time? 

Mr. SYMMS. Just 1 minute. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I yield 

such time as the Senator from Idaho 
wishes to use. 

<Legislative day of Tuesday, May 11, 1982> 

APOLOGY TO SENATOR ROBERT 
C. BYRD 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I had 
hoped that the distinguished minority 
leader would be here this moming. I 
have mentioned this to him personal
ly, but I would like to make an apology 
to him for an insertion in the RECORD 
that a member of my staff made on 
March 9, 1982, making the comment 
with reference to Senator RoBERT C. 
BYRD and I having a difference of 
opinion on a matter of what should be 
done with respect to the Caribbean 
Basin. 

The statement was put in the 
RECORD: 

Senator BYRD is attempting to paralyze 
the President further and bring greater 
power to his own senatorial office. 

For those comments, I wish to apolo
gize to him. I did not say that on the 
floor of the Senate. My remarks were 
corrected by a staff member, who put 
in that part. 

What I actually said was that Sena
tor BYRD's amendment was noble for 
whatever efforts it had; but that I dis
agreed with it. 

I in no way wish to take anything 
away from what Senator BYRD said for 
his opinion, and I will and have made 
the proper corrections in my staff for 
the mistake that was put in the 
RECORD. 

I said: 
It is going to be necessary for us to do 

nothing which would in any way weaken the 
power and authority of our Commander in 
Chief. That is what I object to in the other
wise nobly intended amendment offered by 
the distinguished minority leader. 

I should just like to say that publicly 
to him. 

Mr. STEVENS. Does the Senator 
seek to make a correction to the per
manent RECORD? Has that been done? 

Mr. SYMMS. I am not sure of the 
details of that. I think it might be a 
little late. It has already been done, 
but I just wanted to tell him I am 
sorry that it happened. 

Mr. STEVENS. I would advise the 
Senator that the permanent RECORD 
has not been printed. Does the Sena
tor wish to ask unanimous consent to 
correct the permanent RECORD? 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that in the perma
nent RECORD the words "and bring 
greater power to his own senatorial 
office" be stricken. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may reserve 

the remainder of the time we may 
have. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR 
CHILES 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Florida is recognized. 

S. 2543-CRIME CONTROL ACT OF 
1982 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, yester
day Senator NuNN and I introduced S. 
2543, the Crime Control Act of 1982. 
The bill is a package of proposals 
aimed at fighting crime and drug traf
ficking. 

One title of the bill revises the bail 
laws, so that persons who are arrested 
for drug trafficking cannot avoid jus
tice by simply paying bail, no matter 
how high it is set, and then skipping 
town. This "revolving door" situation 
must be brought to a halt if we are se
rious about stopping the traffic in 
drugs. 

I would like to discuss one example 
of how this "revolving door" situation 
has worked in the past, and how a big 
time drug dealer was able to use the 
bail system to avoid justice. 

Early last year, the drug enforce
ment administration, in Operation 
Grouper, was able to make one of the 
largest drug busts of all time. In a 2-
year operation, DEA undercover 
agents infiltrated several marihuana 
smuggling rings. With the information 
they obtained, 155 persons were ar
rested and over 1.2 million pounds of 
marihuana were seized. In addition, 3 
million doses of quaaludes were seized, 
along with 30 ships and over $10 mil
lion in assets. 

One of the persons arrested in Oper
ation Grouper was Jose Fernandez. 
Femandez was alleged to be the chief 
of two separate marihuana trafficking 
organizations. His ships picked up the 
marihuana in Colombia and carried it 
up through the Caribbean into South
eastern United States. According to 
DEA, some of these shipments con
tained a8 much as 20 tons of marihua
na. It is clear that we were dealing 
with a person who is at the top of the 
drug trafficking racket. 

Bond for Femandez was originally 
set at $21 million. However, a month 
after Femandez was arrested, he was 
able to get his bond reduced to $10 
million. Then 10 days later, Fernandez 
was able to get that new bond of $10 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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million reduced even further. A Feder
al judge in New Orleans reduced it to 
$500,000. This last reduction came in 
spite of the Government's objections. 

Mr. President, to most of us $500,000 
sounds like a staggering sum for bail. 
But we must remember that in this in
stance, we were not dealing with the 
average criminal. We were dealing 
with a big time dope trafficker. In 
fact, estimates indicate that Fernan
dez may have netted anywhere from 
$250,000 to $500,000 a month from his 
drug smuggling operations. When you 
take that sum, between a quarter and 
half a million dollars every month, 
from drug trafficking you can begin to 
understand the magnitude of the nar
cotics profits we are talking about. 
You can also begin to understand why 
the bail bond laws will never work for 
people like Mr. Fernandez. As far as 
they are concerned, paying a bail bond 
of a half million dollars is nothing 
more than losing a month's profits. 
Put yourself in his shoes. Does it make 
more sense to forfeit a good month's 
profits or to try your chances at trial, 
with a possible term in jail facing you? 

Mr. Fernandez asked himself that 
same question last year. It is no sur
prise that he decided to forgo his prof
its for a month. One week after his 
bail had been reduced to a half million 
dollars, Mr. Fernandez posted bail. To 
no one's surprise, he did not show up 
in court several days later when he 
was supposed to. Today, Mr. Fernan
dez remains at large. DEA sources be
lieve that Fernandez is currently at 
large in Spain and was able to reach 
Spain because he had a false Spanish 
passport. 

Mr. President, as a result of our bail 
laws, one of the biggest drug dealers 
ever arrested was able to walk free. We 
have learned that the key to stopping 
drug trafficking is to put the people at 
the top of the drug rings behind bars. 
Operation Grouper was designed to 
catch some of the people at the top. It 
succeeded by arresting Jose Fernan
dez. But our bail laws let us down. 

One of the provisions of S. 2543 pre
vents a person arrested on drug 
charges from getting bail, if that 
person has a false passport. If this bill 
had been law, today Mr. Fernandez 
would be behind bars, instead of at 
large. 

Mr. President, Operation Grouper 
involved several years in the actual 
carrying out of that operation. During 
that time, the Federal Government in
filtrated the off-loading provisions
actually, set up the provisions to pro
vide for off-loading of the drugs; and a 
number of our agents were undercover 
in that operation. 

Those men risked their lives for 
almost a couple of years. At any time, 
if they had been discovered, their lives 
could have been snuffed out. 

One can imagine what happens to 
the morale of a force such as that, 

which risked their lives, made this 
kind of bust, seized $10 million in 
assets and a number of ships and a 
number of personnel, and then saw 
the largest crime figure, the top of 
that operation, be able to walk away 
and today be free, on the basis of 
$500,000, knowing that his profits 
amounted to that every month. 

It just shows that we have to do 
something about our bail laws, and 
that is one of the propositions we will 
have in this package. Our laws have to 
be designed to protect the public. 
They have to be designed to protect 
us, and the only way we ever are going 
to be able to stop these drug oper
ations is to hit the people at the top. 

To bring those cases against them is 
difficult enough. I compliment this op
eration. It involved DEA, the Coast 
Guard, Customs, the local and State 
law enforcement officials from the top 
to the bottom. It was a very coopera
tive effort. It went off without a hitch. 

When they are able to make these 
kinds of arrests and seize a person like 
Fernandez and then have him walk 
out on $500,000 bond, it shows that we 
have to do something about our bail 
laws. The bill before us will allow us to 
do that. 

We will continue to urge this every 
day by pointing out graphic examples 
of what is being allowed to happen in 
crime in this country, until we can 
pass a package of crime bills such as 
this to get the attention of the Senate, 
to see if we can schedule debate and 
passage of a major crime package, so 
that Congress can do its job in trying 
to reform these laws in order to pro
tect our people. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to join me in pushing for action on S. 
2543, and getting the Senate to move 
on anticrime legislation. 

I yield to the Senator from Georgia. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

SYMMS). The Senator from Georgia is 
recognized. 

TITLE I, ORGANIZED CRIME ACT 
OF 1982 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I support 
the Crime Control Act of 1982 and 
again call the Senate's attention to 
the public's increasing concern over 
crime in the United States. Only as re
cently as 4 weeks ago, Mr. and Mrs. 
Wallace Brewer of Harlem, Ga., visited 
Washington for the express purpose of 
voicing to Congress and the President 
their wishes and those of their fellow 
Georgians for stricter and more effec
tive law enforcement legislation. They 
carried to Washington petitions bear
ing the signatures of some 9,664 Geor
gia residents which they had personal
ly collected throughout five rural 
Georgia counties. Those petitions, ask, 
in part, that convicts "* • • not be re
leased on technicalities and • • • that 
the laws [be] enforced more strictly." 

The Brewers themselves know only 
too well the need for an improved 
system of criminal justice: On July 4, 
1981, their 7-year-old granddaughter, 
Alicia Watts, was brutally murdered in 
McDuffie County, Ga. In November, 
1981, an individual was convicted of 
the murders of Alicia and two other 
persons and sentenced to death. To 
date, the sentence has yet to be car
ried out. 

I bring that incident to light as but 
one indication of the strong public 
support which exists for effective anti
crime legislation. Our bill not only 
deals with individual acts of violent 
crime in title III, but also assists, in 
title I, Federal enforcement efforts 
against organized crime. Title I is the 
outgrowth of extensive hearings I 
chaired in 1980 in the Permanent Sub
committee on Investigations on Orga
nized Crime and the Use of Violence 
and is virtually identical to S. 814, the 
Organized Crime Act of 1981, which I 
introduced in March 1981 with Sena
tor CHILES, and which 13 of my col
leagues agreed to cosponsor. 

A number of its specific provisions 
were advocated during our hearings in 
April and May 1980 by FBI Director 
William Webster and the then Assist
ant Attorney General for the Criminal 
Division, Philip B. Heymann. Their 
recommendations were amplified by 
the testimony of other law enforce
ment officials and the evidence we re
ceived. 

Our hearings painted an alarming 
picture of organized crime and its use 
of violence. As Judge Webster testi
fied, organized crime consists of "vari
ous groups engaged in an enormous, 
structured and deadly serious illegal 
business that rely on violence to main
tain themselves." 

Even though organized crime has 
become richer and somewhat more so
phisticated, gang warfare still exists, 
especially among rival narcotics orga
nizations. We heard testimony that in 
Dade County, Fla., police investigated 
189 murders in 1979 alone-an increase 
of 81 percent since 1976. Of those 189 
murders, 42 were determined to have 
been drug related. Many of these mur
ders remain unsolved. Most of them 
apparently resulted from shootouts 
between rival gangs. This type of open 
warfare reaches beyond gang mem
bers, however, for they have been 
known to open fire in parking lots and 
on the freeways of south Florida
thereby endangering innocent by
standers. 

Quite often gang wars are carried 
out through contract killings or 
murder for hire in which someone is 
paid to carry out a "hit" on a rival 
mobster or even a member of the same 
gang. There have been numerous 
cases, especially within the fraternity 
of drug traffickers, in which contracts 
have been placed on the lives of 
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judges, prosecutors, and investiga
tors-and especially on witnesses who 
testify against members of the ring. 
The brutal slaying of Federal District 
Judge Wood in Texas was evidence 
that mob violence is not the stuff of 
fiction. It is very, very real. 

To combat that violence, our bill 
does the following: 

First, we would grant limited Feder
al jurisdiction over cases involving 
"contract" killings or murder for hire. 

Second, we would amend the Federal 
assault statute to cover all Govern
ment personnel who investigate and 
prosecute Federal criminal offenses 
and who gather national security in
telligence. 

Third, we would make it a Federal 
crime to harm or threaten the families 
of Federal law enforcement officials. 

Fourth, we would amend the ob
struction of justice statute to cover in
formants and potential witnesses as 
well as witnesses who actually are 
under subpena to testify. 

Fifth, we would allow the Govern
ment to apply for a reduction in the 
sentence of a defendant who cooper
ates with the Government. 

Sixth, we would permit Federal 
judges to seal those portions of wire
tap documents which could reveal on
going criminal investigations or wire 
intercepts. 

Seventh, we would allow State and 
local law enforcement officials limited 
access to Federal grand jury informa
tion when they are assisting in the in
vestigation or prosecution of a Federal 
offense. 

Mr. President, I described this morn
ing just one part of the overall Orga
nized Crime Act of 1982 sponsored by 
Senator CHILES and myself, and I hope 
that we will begin to get the attention 
of our colleagues about the essential 
steps of beginning to consider this leg
islation and other related legislation in 
the law enforcement field. 

ORDER RESCINDING SENATOR 
QUAYLE'S SPECIAL ORDER 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order 
granting the Senator from Indiana 
<Mr. QuAYLE) 15 minutes be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I yield 
back the time of the leadership on 
both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

RECESS UNTIL 8:45A.M. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
stand in recess until the hour of 8:45 
a.m. while awaiting the next special 
order or routine morning business. 

There being no objection, the 
Senate, at 8:29 a.m., recessed until 8:45 
a.m., at which time the Senate reas
sembled when called to order by the 
Presiding Officer (Mr. SYMMS). 

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR 
LEAHY 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Vermont is recognized. 

JOHN CROWELL, ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, a year 

ago today the Senate was in the midst 
of considering the nomination of John 
Crowell as Assistant Secretary of Agri
culture for Natural Resources and En
vironment. I wanted to take a few min
utes this morning to follow the time
honored tradition of taking stock, and 
evaluate his performance over the 
past year. 

As many of my colleagues may re
member, there was much consterna
tion that Mr. Crowell, as a long-time 
employee of the timber industry, 
would not bring a balanced approach 
to managing our Nation's forests. 
Many Senators, myself included, were 
afraid that appointing someone to 
manage our forests who had spent the 
previous 20 years representing one of 
the country's largest timber companies 
would be, to paraphrase an expression 
that has been used for a number of 
other Reagan nominees, similar to 
sticking a termite in the woodpile. 

Mr. Crowell himself was aware of 
these criticisms, and during his confir
mation hearing before the Senate Ag
riculture Committee, stated that: 

Fears have been publicly expressed by 
some and will be expressed here today, that 
because of my long association with the 
forest products industry, I am either unlike
ly to bring or am incapable of bringing a 
sense of balance to shaping policy-making 
decisions with respect to the national for
ests. 

He went on to say: 
I would suggest to such critics that they 

ponder for a bit the meaning of the words 
"conservative" and "conservation" . The con
servative is one who tends to preserve estab
lished traditions or institutions and who 
tends to resist changes in those institutions, 
he is one who acts with caution and who 
adopts new ideas only after carefully exam
ining their merit. The conservationist is one 
who advocates and practices protection 
from loss, avoidance of waste and wise use. I 
am unabashedly both a conservative and 
conservationist. 

Mr. President, Mr. Crowell's self
proclamation as a conservative and 
conservationist was a Trojan Horse de
signed to lull the public into a false 

sense of security that our national for
ests are being carefully watched over. 
But after a quick review of Mr. 
Crowell's words and deeds as Assistant 
Secretary of Agriculture, it is clear 
that he has mounted a full-scale 
attack. 

Has Mr. Crowell shown a willingness 
to "preserve established traditions or 
institutions"? 

During his first year, he has author
ized an overhaul of the regulations 
governing the National Forest Man
agement Act <NFMA). This act is one 
of the principal pieces of legislation 
governing the management of our 120 
national forests. The current regula
tions took 3 years to formulate and 
were the result of hard-won compro
mises between the timber industry and 
conservation groups. That the regula
tions took 3 years to finalize reflect 
how difficult the consensus was to 
attain, and how delicate that balance 
is. The regulations to which they 
agreed strengthened and gave teeth to 
the concept of managing the forest for 
multiple uses. This means balancing 
commodity production, such as timber 
harvests, with consideration for fish, 
wildlife, water, soil, recreation, and 
wilderness values. 

The new regulations would upset the 
carefully crafted balance. 

I should remind my colleagues that 
the concept of managing our forests 
for multiple uses dates well before the 
passage of the NFMA in 1976. It was 
first embodied over 20 years in the 
Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act of 
1960. This approach was endorsed 
again with passage of the Resources 
Planning Act of 1974. By proposing to 
overhaul the regulations during his 
first year in office, Mr. Crowell quick
ly belied his claim "one who tends to 
preserve established traditions." 

As for labeling himself as a conserva
tive "who adopts new ideas only after 
carefully examining their merit," Mr. 
Crowell did not involve himself in the 
drafting of these important regula
tions nor did he even review them 
before they were formally proposed. 
As he explained in the Washington 
Post on March 3, 1982, "basically, I 
had too much else to do." 

Mr. President, because I want to be 
sure that Mr. Crowell has time to care
fully reflect on the effects of the regu
lations which he has authorized, and 
because I want to be sure that he can 
have the benefit of the best advice 
available, I am introducing today a 
resolution recommending four basic 
steps: 

First. That the Forest Service 
extend the public comment period for 
these regulations for another 180 days 
<the first comment period was for only 
60 days). 

Second. That the Forest Service 
hold public hearings around the coun
try to receive testimony from those 
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who are most familiar with the forests 
in their areas. 

Third. That a committee of scien
tists be appointed to advise the Forest 
Service on the scientific effect of these 
changes, similar to the committee 
which advised the Service on the pro
mulgation of the original regulations 
and as called for in the NFMA. 

That, if final revisions are published, 
a supplement to the environmental 
impact statement that accompanied 
the 1979 regulations also be published. 

A similar resolution has been intro
duced in the House by Congressman 

. WEAVER. 

The 1983 budget proposals show a 
clear deviation as well from a balanced 
approach to forest management. 
While congressional appropriations 
normally meet about 80 percent of the 
level recommended in the Resources 
Planning Act <RPA), this year's 
budget request would meet about 63 
percent of RP A. But consider the dis
parities: While the number of mineral 
leases to be granted will represent 130 
percent of the 1980 RP A assessment, 
the number of acres managed for wild
life habitat will reach only 36.5 per
cent. Where administration of timber 
sales will total 101 percent of RPA, 
the acres managed for soil and water 
protection will equal only 1.3 percent 
of RP A. Two other areas vitally impor
tant to the long-range productivity of 
our Nation's forests, research and 
State and private forestry activities, 
are funded at only 52 percent and 34 
percent of RPA respectively. The 
number of acres available for use by 
livestock will equal 100 percent of 
RPA, but the trails maintained for use 
by people will reach only 10.6 percent 
of RPA. Mr. Crowell may contend that 
all multiple uses are equal, it is clear 
that he considers some uses to be more 
equal than others. 

Based on Mr. Crowell's pledges 
during his confirmation hearings, we 
can expect him to "advocate and prac
tice protection from loss, avoidance of 
waste and wise use." With this in 
mind, I invite you to examine the por
tions of his fiscal 1983 budget which 
reduce funding for land management 
activities, forest road and trail mainte
nance, and management for wildlife 
and fish habitat. 

Is it protection when you reduce the 
soil and water improvement programs 
from 5,580 acres to 400 acres, or one
fourth of its fiscal 1982 level? Even the 
Forest Service budget admits that "re
ducing the 1983 program to 400 acres 
postpones the time when the deterio
ration of these lands-that is, the 
acres not being treated-will be 
stopped and their productivity re
stored." 

Although it looks as if reforestation 
activities will be increased, in fact 
20,000 less acres will be reforested 
compared to 1982, and 97,000 acres less 

than 1981. This will bring the total 
backlog to over 1. 7 million acres. 

As for Mr. Crowell being an advocate 
of protection, we should heed his 
statement before the House Public 
Lands Subcommittee. When asked 
whether he would leal"e any minerals 
or "one drop of oil" in the ground for 
future generations, he replied with an 
unequivocal "no." 

That is not really a conservative or 
conservationist attitude. 

Mr. Crowell has become the leading 
advocate of "supply-side forestry," 
stressing the need to apply economics 
to forest management decisions. He 
believes that offering a near-record 
level of timber sales this year will be 
his contribution to "getting this econ
omy moving again." Not surprisingly, 
his economic forecasts to justify this 
approach are no less rosy than those 
that have been used to justify the ad
ministration's overall supply-side 
theory-and the results will probably 
be as disastrous. 

For example, by increasing timber 
sales 11 percent, Mr. Crowell plans to 
reap an amazing increase of 60 percent 
in receipts to the Treasury. 

I think he has found that magical 
formula that people looked for 
throughout the Middle Ages, that 
they could somehow turn lead into 
gold. These assumptions are literally 
too good to be believed. 

Mr. Crowell proposes selling 12.3 bil
lion board feet of timber in 1983, a 
near record level. This high level has 
two main purposes: To insure we are 
prepared for the eventual housing 
boom and to boost the ailing timber 
industry. Worthy intentions, but rosy 
and deceptive. 

I have great difficulty in under
standing such a high level of sales 
when we already have over 35 billion 
board feet of timber that has been 
sold on the National Forest but that 
has not yet been cut. This equals a 
backlog of over 3 years' worth of 
timber. Even if by some miracle inter
est rates plummeted and housing con
struction revived, this record backlog 
of uncut timber gives us more than 
ample cushion. 

As for assisting the timber industry, 
we need to remember that only 25 per
cent of the Nation's timber comes 
from national forests, mostly in the 
Northwest. Only a few companies are 
heavily dependent on this timber. Of
fering large sales may result in lower 
prices, but this will only place the pro
ducers of the other 75 percent of our 
timber supplies at a competitive disad
vantage. The principal problem facing 
the timber industry is the lack of 
demand, not la~k of supply. 

The National Association of State 
Foresters has strongly criticized the 
Forest Service's proposal and scoffs 
that this level of timber sales will aid 
the industry. They argue that if addi
tional Government timber is placed on 

the market in the Northwest in fiscal 
year 1983 it will further depress sale 
prices of timber offered for sale by pri
vate nonindustrial forest land owners 
all over the United States. Reduced 
revenues will have a serious effect on 
reforestation and stand improvement 
practices on all nonindustrial forest 
land. • • • The simple fact is that the 
Forest Service has the bulk of the old 
growth timber in the Northwest. In
dustry wants to have access to this 
timber at bargain prices and get out of 
high-priced contracts executed earlier. 
It amounts to a subsidy to the indus
try in the Northwest. This does not 
help the depressed timber industry in 
other parts of the country. 

If we are expected to apply econom
ics to our analysis of the Forest Serv
ice, what kind of economic theory can 
lower the price of timber that is sold, 
yet increase revenues to the Treasury 
by an amazing 60 percent? How is it 
that users of our national timber sup
plies are having their costs reduced, 
while citizens using the forests for rec
reational purposes will have their fees 
increased? 

Mr. President, I think the record 
clearly shows that John Crowell is not 
the conservative nor the conservation
ist as he announced at his confirma
tion hearings. During his first year as 
Assistant Secretary of Agriculture he 
has promoted and authorized policies 
which sharply deviate from standard 
past practices of the Forest Service. 
He has placed the short-term interests 
of the timber industry, and a select 
portion of the industry at that, ahead 
of the long-term interests of our na
tional forests and of the citizens of 
this country. This review shows that 
my worst fears, and those of my col
leagues who joined me in opposing Mr. 
Crowell's appointment a year ago, 
have been confirmed. 
e Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, 1 
year ago today, I stood in this Cham
ber and strenuously opposed the con
firmation of John Crowell as Assistant 
Secretary of Agriculture for Natural 
Resources and Environment. My oppo
sition was based both on Mr. Crowell's 
approach to environmental issues and 
his possible involvement in major anti
trust violations arising out of the ac
tivities of his former company in 
Alaska. 

Regrettably, Mr. Crowell's actions 
during the past year reveal that he 
has wasted no time in undoing the sen
sible forest management policy which 
took years to develop. To justify his 
regressive policies, he invokes the fa
miliar administration refrain of "regu
latory reform." But close examination 
of Mr. Crowell's proposals reveals that 
his so-called reform is really a return 
to the abuses of the past. 

In 1976, in response to major abuses 
in the management of our national 
forests-including severe overcutting, 
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unacceptable logging practices on 
steep slopes and fragile soils, massive 
destruction of wildlife habitats and 
"sweetheart" timber sales that cost 
the Treasury millions of dollars in rev
enue losses every year-Congress en
acted the landmark National Forest 
Management Act. This legislation was 
the most significant revision of our 
forestry laws since the national forests 
were established in the late 1800's. 
The principal purposes of the act were 
to correct the abuses of timber har
vesting in national forests and to limit 
timber production on land that is envi
ronmentally fragile and economically 
unproductive. 

The National Forest Management 
Act expressly requires that timber 
harvesting be conducted "in a manner 
consistent with the protection of soil, 
watershed, fish, wildlife, recreation 
and esthetic resources." It directs the 
Forest Service to "identify lands 
which are not suited for timber pro
duction, considering physical, econom
ic and other pertinent factors to the 
extent feasible." Lands so identified 
are not to be managed for timber pro
duction. 

After extensive drafting and redraft
ing, the Forest Service in 1979 adopted 
rules to implement the National 
Forest Management Act. Opposition 
to the approach taken in the 1979 
rules was led by Mr. Crowell, who was 
general counsel to Louisiana-Pacific 
and was representing the National 
Forest Products Association. 

In March 1982, as Assistant Secre
tary for Natural Resources and Envi
ronment, Mr. Crowell proposed sweep
ing changes in the 1979 regulations. 
Those changes would give the timber 
industry the victory in 1982 that was 
denied in 1979. 

The so-called streamlined regula
tions proposed by Mr. Crowell would: 

Allow for rapid increases in cutting 
of old growth timber, by eliminating 
the safeguard that the Chief of the 
Forest Service must personnally ap
prove any departure from sustained 
yield harvesting. The principle of sus
tained yield requires that timber 
cannot be cut at a rate faster than it 
can be regrown. The new proposed 
rules send a clear signal that acceler
ated timber cutting is acceptable with
out regard to the cost or feasibility of 
reforesting. This is a reckless, unneces
sary policy. The housing industry is 
depressed; there is already a backlog 
of 34 billion board feet of timber 
which has been sold but not felled. 
The admiriistration's efforts to step up 
timber sales, like its efforts to acceler
ate OCS oil and gas lease sales, is a 
clumsy and short-sighted effort that 
threatens the future of our forests and 
achieves no valid economic goal; 

Weaken the process for determining 
the suitability of lands for timber pro
duction, by establishing a low, nation
wide biological growth standard to 

define commerical timberland. This 
change will result in too much timber 
being harvested on lands where regen
eration is less likely to occur; 

Eliminate "integrated pest manage
ment" as the principle for dealing with 
insect and other pest problems. IPM 
uses nonchemical practices and biolog
ical controls to reduce use of chemical 
pesticides and herbicides and other 
toxic substances to combat insects and 
other pests; 

Weaken protection for fish and wild
life, by eliminating the requirement 
that habitat for especially valuable 
species like trout or elk be maintained 
or improved. Forest management 
plans which result in substantial re
ductions in fish and wildlife protection 
would be allowed, as long as species 
extinction did not result. 

The proposed rules would institu
tionalize the shift in management pri
orities contained in Mr. Crowell's 1983 
budget request, which increases 
timber harvest targets at the expense 
of watershed protection and trails. For 
example, although national forest 
trails receive extensive visitor use, Mr. 
Crowell has proposed cutting the 
maintenance funds for the 100,000 
miles of trails through national forests 
by almost one-half. And his request 
for watershed protection is only 1.3 
percent of the Resources Planning Act 
target figure, while his requests for 
minerals development and timber har
vesting exceeds 100 percent of the 
RPA budget. 

The prime beneficiary of these pro
posed changes is the timber industry. 
And Louisiana-Pacific, in particular, 
will realize greater benefits than the 
timber industry in general, because of 
its heavy dependence on national 
forest timber. 

Congress must not stand silent while 
years of progress in the management 
of our national forests are rolled back. 
I join Senator LEAHY today in offering 
a resolution expressing the sense of 
the Senate that the Secretary of Agri
culture should provide additional op
portunities for public comment on the 
proposed new regulations for manage
ment of our national forests, and 
should prepare a supplementary envi
ronmental impact statement examin
ing the serious environmental effects 
of the changes proposed by Mr. 
Crowell.e 

NATIONAL FOREST MANAGEMENT ACT 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am 
submitting a concurrent resolution 
today to express my concern about re
visions which were recently proposed 
to the regulations guiding the Nation
al Forest Managment Act <NFMA> of 
1976, I am joined in this concurrent 
resolution by Senators KENNEDY, 
HART, CRANSTON, STAFFORD, and MOY
NIHAN as cosponsors. 

A similar concurrent resolution, 
House Concurrent Resolution 344, was 

submitted on May 13 in the House by 
Congressman WEAVER. 

The NFMA is one of the principal 
pieces of legislation governing the 
management of our national forests. 
The current regulations took 3 years 
to formulate and were the result of 
hard-won compromises between the 
timber industry and conservation 
groups. That the regulations took 3 
years to finalize and reflect how diffi
cult the consensus was to reach, and 
how delicate that balance is. 

It is unnecessary and premature to 
alter these regulations just 2 years 
after they were instituted. The admin
istration claims that these changes 
will only "clarify" and "streamline" 
the planning process, but it is clear 
that what it terms "editorial changes" 
will weaken the NFMA and in some 
cases deviate significantly from what 
Congress intended the act to accom
plish. There is no basis for claiming 
that the present guidelines are not 
working, since none of the Nation's 
120 forests have had time to finalize or 
implement their management plans 
under the regulations. 

Despite the significance of these 
changes, they were drafted without 
any prior notice to the general public. 
Even though the comment period 
lasted only 60 days, public reaction 
has been vocal and voluminous. At 
least 1800 responses were received, 
many of which were from those in
volved in the drafting of the original 
regulations. 

Mr. President, I believe that these 
changes deserve careful reflection and 
a thorough, informed assessment of 
their potential impact. 

The concurrent resolution which I 
am submitting today calls for the com
ment period to be extended for an
other 180 days. I am also calling for 
public hearings to be held around the 
country so that the Forest Service can 
receive firsthand testimony from 
those who will be directly affected by 
the changes. The concurrent resolu
tion recommends that a Committee of 
Scientists be formed to advise the 
Forest Service of the impact of the 
changes in the regulations. This was 
the recommendation of the Commit
tee of Scientists who aided in the 
drafting of the original regulations, as 
called for in section 6(h)(l) of the act. 
Finally, if any final revisions are pub
lished, a supplement to the environ
mental impact statement accompany
ing the original regulations should 
also be issued. 

I am including for the RECORD a very 
persuasive letter from the distin
guished director of the Department of 
Forestry at North Carolina State Uni
versity, Mr. Art Cooper, commenting 
on the proposed changes. His remarks 
are especially significant since they 
are based in large part on his experi
ence as chairman of the Committee of 
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Scientists which assisted the Forest 
Service in issuing the original regula
tions. His analysis is particularly 
thoughtful and articulate. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
letter be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
Record, as follows: 
NORTH CAROLINA STATE UNIVERSITY, 

SCHOOL OF FOREST RESOURCES, 
Raleigh, April 22, 1982. 

Mr. R. MAX PETERSON, 
Chief (1920), U.S. Forest Service, USDA, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR MAx: I am reluctantly commenting 

on changes in the regulations prepared pur
suant to the National Forest Management 
Act to guide land and resource planning in 
the National Forest System as they have 
been proposed in the Federal Register, Feb
ruary 22, 1982, pages 7678-7696. My com
ments are based upon my experience as 
Chairman of the Committee of Scientists, 
appointed pursuant to Sec. 6(h) of the Na
tional Forest Management act to advise the 
Forest Service on preparation of the regula
tions. However, the comments contained in 
this statement are my own, do not reflect 
the views of any other committee members, 
and have not been discussed with them. 

My views are presented reluctantly be
cause I had hoped that it would not be nec
essary to comment on proposed changes in 
the regulations so soon after they were put 
into effect in October 1979. As the Commit
tee of Scientists stated in its final report 
<Federal Register 44081):53976), "The task 
is now to make that process nand and re
source management planning] work. We 
trust that both Congress, and the various 
groups with interests in management of the 
National Forests, will allow the planning 
process to be implemented and allow it to 
deal with critical management problems." 
Obviously, our plea has not been heeded. 
Furthermore, the changes that have been 
proposed in the regulations do much more 
than "clarify and simplify planning proce
dures" as is stated in the material (p. 7679) 
explaining the proposed changes. Some 
changes do clarify and simplify the process 
and some improve it. Others, however, 
change the intent of the regulations and 
several go so far that they effectively 
change Congressional intent as expressed in 
the National Forest Management Act. 

When a job is done one hopes that it is 
completed. Those of us on the Committee of 
Scientists hoped that when we were dis
charged it would not be necessary for us to 
inject ourselves into further debate about 
the regulations. My hopes in this regard 
were not met and I feel obliged to express 
my views concerning the content and intent 
of the proposed changes. Although I was 
asked to react by several persons represent
ing different groups, my decision to com
ment was not precipitated by any of them. 
Rather, it was precipitated by my own belief 
that, because I had been so closely involved 
in the development of the first regulations, 
I had an obligation to comment. Further
more, my comments may help clarify some 
of the intense debate that is bound to occur 
before the proposed changes are ultimately 
resolved. 

Before commenting on substantive mat
ters I want to comment on the procedures 
by which the proposed changes were devel
oped. As I understand it, the revision proc-

ess was carried on entirely within USDA 
and without any notice to the public and 
without any opportunity for public involve
ment. Input, as I understand it, was sought 
from the timber industry but other groups 
with legitimate interests in management of 
the National Forests were excluded. 

If these statements are true, as I under
stand them to be, a serious procedural and 
ethical error has been made. The great 
value of the Committee of Scientists was 
not that it was "wise," but that its existence 
and meetings offered a legitimate means 
whereby both industry and environmental 
groups could participate and influence the 
drafting of the regulations. The Commit
tee's meetings were entirely open and, as 
chairman, I diligently strove to see that all 
views whether I agreed with them or not, 
were aired and considered. The timber in
dustry benefited from this openness and 
there are provisions in the regulations now 
that otherwise would not have been there. 
It is my opinion that much of the reason 
that the original regulations were accepted 
to the extent they were is that all parties re
alized the process was open and that their 
views were fairly considered. To revise a set 
of regulations that is as important as these 
without public involvement is to beg for 
trouble and invite opposition to the 
changes. Furthermore, I will be frank to say 
that I resent the change in policy with re
spect to openness in this particular process. 

You will recall that the Committee of Sci
entists recommended that the regulations 
require involvement of a similar sort of com
mittee whenever the regulations were re
vised. The Forest Service may have cause to 
regret omitting that provision. 

My remaining comments will be directed 
in two areas: ( 1) changes in provisions of the 
regulations and their positive and negative 
impact on the planning process, and (2) the 
changes in philosophy that one detects 
when one considers the proposed changes in 
their totality, rather than as single isolated 
modifications. 

I cannot comment on all of the specific 
changes in the regulations. I will comment 
on certain areas with which I am familiar 
and on certain areas I feel are critical. 

(1) I disagree with deletion of 219.l<b) 
from the original regulations as this change 
does more than remove "unnecessary lan
guage." The material deleted contains im
portant statements of policy which serve 
Forest Service planners and the public alike 
as philosophical guides for management of 
the National Forest System. In its report 
(Fed. Reg. 44(88):26604) the Committee of 
Scientists developed in detail the argument 
for including policy statements in the regu
lations. I see no need to recant those argu
ments now. The statements at issue are im
portant principles and they should be left 
in. 

(2) I agree with separation of the Regional 
and Forest Planning processes as proposed 
in the revised regulations. Regional and 
Forest plans are sufficiently different so 
that forcing them into the same planning 
process was probably unwise. Experience 
with Regional plans, as I understand it, sub
stantiated this view. 

(3) I am deeply concerned about the 
changes proposed in the Public Participa
tion section. The original regulations were 
written to state the purpose of public par
ticipation and to provide standards for par
ticipation activities. The intent was to pro
vide planners with standards they must 
meet and the public with the "rules" by 
which it could become involved in planning. 

Most of the specificity has been removed 
and replaced with vague statements that 
can be interpreted in a variety of ways. Al
though a full, and open, public participation 
process is still possible under the proposed 
regulations, it is also possible that public 
participation can be drastically reduced 
from what was previously required and still 
meet the new standards. Therefore, I 
cannot support the proposed changes. 

(4) I am similarly concerned about 
changes in the Coordination section. The 
language eliminated is not "nonsubstan
tive." It is directive, articulates policy, and is 
therefore necessary for competent coordina
tion among government agencies. Again, a 
coordination effort fully meeting the intent 
of the original regulations could be generat
ed under the revision. An effort of much 
more limited scope hardly providing effec
tive coordination would also be possible. In
sofar as that is the case, the regulations 
have been weakened. 

(5) A new section identifying the content 
of the Regional Plan is appropriate <new 
219.9). However, some of the important pro
visions of the Regional Plan required in the 
old regulations have been deleted. For ex
ample, it is no longer necessary to prescribe 
standards for minimum growth potential 
<an arbitrary standard is included elsewhere 
in the revision) or units of measure for ex
pressing mean annual increment in the re
gional plan. Furthermore, the minimum 
standard for defining when an opening is no 
longer an opening is such that a stand of 
seedlings could be considered as a new 
forest stand. Although this criterion can be 
made more demanding in the Regional Plan, 
it sets such a low standard that one can 
easily envision new clear cuts being made 
immediately adjacent to stands less than 5 
years in age. 

(6) A new criterion for analyzing and 
choosing among alternative management 
strategies, "net public benefits," permeates 
and proposed regulations. I have searched 
RPA, NFMA, and the Multiple-Use and Sus
tained Yield Act and nowhere do I find "net 
public benefits" mentioned as a decision cri
terion. It is clear that it has come from the 
present administration's guidelines for 
streamlining the regulatory process <see 
Fed. Reg. 47(35): 7679). Insofar as that is 
the case, it represents replacement of Con
gressional intent with an executive branch 
criterion and is inappropriate. · 

Although it can be argued that "net 
public benefits" is merely an expression of 
the kind of balanced decision making envi
sioned in NFMA, and is therefore consistent 
with multiple use, the danger lies in its ap
plication and in the data used to support de
cisions. The definition of "net public bene
fits" makes it clear that both quantitative 
and qualitative benefits and costs will be 
considered. However, the process by which 
this balancing is to be done is nowhere ex
plained. The process of formulation of alter
natives and estimating their effects (pro
posed 219.12<e> <O and (g)) is so heavily la
dened with economic analyses (costs and 
benefits, present net worth, gross returns to 
the Federal Government, opportunity costs) 
that one can hardly escape the conclusion 
that these are intended to dominate the de
cision process. Although NFMA clearly in
tended for the Forest Service to improve 
economic analysis of its activities, it did not 
intend for economic criteria to rule the deci
sion process. To the extent that better eco
nomic analytic procedures are incorporated, 
one can support the proposed regulations. 
However, such procedures so thoroughly 
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dominate the proposed regulations that one 
can reasonably conclude that they are in
tended to dominate decision-making also. 

<7> Changes have been made in the section 
dealing with timber harvest scheduling (pro
posed 219.13(d)) that upset the rather deli
cate structure of that section in the original 
regulations. Whereas the original regula
tions clearly established that departures 
from the base timber harvest schedule were 
the exception <as I am firmly convinced 
Congress intended) and required that they 
be approved by the Chief, the proposed reg
ulations shift the entire decision-making 
process in favor of departures. Specifically: 
the emphasis on net present worth in con
junction with the new trigger for consider
ing a departure ("It is reasonable to expect 
that departure from the corresponding base 
sale schedule would increase net public ben
efits") greatly increase the likelihood that 
alternatives containing departures will be 
approved; although the base harvest sched
ules are constrained to non-declining even 
flow, planners are not constrained by even 
flow considerations in analyzing the man
agement situation; the level for approving 
departures has been moved down to the 
Forest Supervisor and he, in fact, has the 
flexibility to change harvest levels even to 
the extent of incorporating a departure 
without public comment when there is a dif
ference "between planned annual budgets 
and funds actually appropriated" (proposed 
219.10(e)). 

The aggregate effect of these changes is 
to shift the entire analytic and decision
making process in favor of departures and 
thus represents a direct contravention of 
the intent of Congress. 

(8) To my great regret constraints on con
sideration of areas for wilderness designa
tion are included in the proposed regula
tions. The inclusion of an arbitrary 5,000 
acre limit for an area to qualify for wilder
ness designation is inappropriate, unsup
ported by any legal or technical criteria, and 
simply bad planning. 

Finally, I commend to you the comments 
of my colleague on the Committee of Scien
tists, Bill Webb, as contained in his letter to 
you of April 8, 1982. He has pointed out 
some of the same concerns I have, and has 
identified a number of additional areas 
where important changes have been made. I 
have deliberately not commented about 
changes in wildlife and diversity because his 
views and mine are essentially identical and 
I endorse them. 

Clearly, then, the proposed regulations 
are a mix of changes, some of which are de
sirable but most of which appear to me to 
upset the carefully struck balance between 
environmental and industrial interests that 
was reflected in the original regulations. 
The Committee of Scientists interpreted the 
National Forest Management Act as an 
effort to require the Forest Service to pre
pare regulations to govern a planning proc
ess that offered an opportunity to balance 
the desires of the various groups with inter
ests in management of the National Forests. 
Every effort was, therefore, directed in pre
paring the regulations to reflect this philos
ophy. To the extent that the proposed regu
lations upset that balance they represent a 
source of conflict rather than a means to re
solve it and thus bode ill for the National 
Forest System. 

Those who drafted the revision of the reg
ulations contend that the proposed changes 
are editorial, deletions of unnecessary lan
guage, and minor technical revisions. This 
contention may be true for each individual 

change. However, when the changes are 
considered in their entirety, they take on a 
very different complexion. Specifically, 
changes involve, but are not limited to: 
preparation of the revision entirely without 
notice and public participation; deletions of 
language that describes important princi
ples for management of the National Forest 
System; reductions in the specificity of lan
guage pertaining to public participation and 
coordination which open the way to much 
less substantive actions in these areas; inclu
sion of a new criterion for decision-making, 
net public benefits, that has no statutory 
basis; injection of economic analyses into 
the framing and evaluation of alternatives 
in a way that sets the stage for quantitative
ly-assignable economic values to dominate 
the process; changes in the timber harvest 
section that shift the burden of proof from 
those favoring departures from non-declin
ing even flow to those opposing them in a 
manner quite contrary to Congressional 
intent; and injecting a criterion for defining 
the minimum size of areas to be considered 
for wilderness in future planning that is in
defensible and unnecessary. 

1 One is, therefore, compelled to conclude 
that the philosophy and intent of the regu
lations have been extensively changed. Be
cause the original regulations represented a 
balancing of interests reflecting the balance 
sought in NFMA, the proposed changes 
create a document that I seriously doubt 
meets the intent of Congress in many key 
areas. 

Insofar as I can tell, virtually everything 
that has been accomplished by the changes 
in the proposed regulations could have been 
done with the regulations as they were. 
Since manual direction and policy direction 
relating to choice of alternatives could have 
covered most changes, one wonders why the 
changes were necessary. Surely it is not 
worth amending an entire set of regulations 
merely to remove non-substantive language. 
The fact that the regulations were changed 
by a new administration directly upon 
taking office creates the dangerous prece
dent that each new administration may do 
the same. If this happens the regulations 
will become a document for conveying the 
political wishes and aspirations of each new 
administration rather than a technically 
sound blueprint for governing National 
Forest planning. Politics clearly has its 
place in National Forest management but 
that place is not in the details of the plan
ning process. To politicize the planning 
process is to do the Forest Service, the Na
tional Forests, and the nation a grave dis
service. 

Should you wish further comment or as
sistance, I will be happy to provide it. 

Sincerely yours, 
ARTHUR W. COOPER, 

Head, Department of Forestry. 

Mr. LEAHY. The administration has 
assured us that these revisions to the 
National Forest Management Act are 
meant to simply clarify the forest 
planning process, but I fear that the 
results of these changes may be all too 
visible for generations to come. I am 
submitting this concurrent resolution 
in the hopes that the Forest Service 
will carefully evaluate the impact of 
these changes and will make its final 
recommendations based on input from 
those who are concerned about the 
proper management of our Nation's 
forests. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the concurrent resolution 
submitted by myself, Mr. KENNEDY, 
Mr. HART, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. MOYNI
HAN, and Mr. STAFFORD be printed at 
this point in the REcoRD, and that the 
concurrent resolution be appropriately 
referred. 

There being no objection, the con
current resolution was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

S. CON. REs. 97 
Whereas, the National Forest Manage

ment Act of 1976 <NFMA> required the Sec
retary of Agriculture to issue regulations for 
developing and revising land management 
plans for the National Forest System; and 

Whereas, the existing regulations under 
NFMA issued in September of 1979 were 
painstakingly developed over a three-year 
period with the advice and counsel of a spe
cial Committee of Scientists established by 
NFMA;and 

Whereas, regulations on this subject are 
perceived by many as a "major federal 
action having a significant impact on the 
human environment," and the existing reg
ulations were understood to have an effect 
of this magnitude and were, therefore, ac
companied by an Environmental Impact 
Statement, as required by the National En
vironmental Policy Act; and 

Whereas, in February of this year, the 
Forest Service issued proposed revisions to 
the existing regulations, which were charac
terized by Department of Agriculture offi
cials as being merely simplifying and clarify
ing in nature; and 

Whereas, the proposed revisions allow 
only 60 days for public comment, although 
in testimony before a House Subcommittee 
and in an enormous volume of written com
ments, many persons have stated that the 
new regulations would have far-reaching 
substantive consequences and may severely 
strain, if not violate, provisions of NFMA; 
and 

Whereas, the proposed revisions include 
significant changes in existing regulations 
which, if adopted, will undoubtedly influ
ence major decisions regarding resource 
management on the national forests 
throughout the country, and, therefore, 
merit a searching and thorough public 
review; and 

Whereas, a more extensive solicitation of 
comments would afford the Forest Service 
the opportunity to take advantage of the 
advice and counsel of a Committee of Scien
tists and provide time to convene formal 
hearings to ensure the full and effective cit
izen participation in the regulatory process 
as envisioned by NFMA; and 

Whereas, there are no overriding time 
constraints compelling hasty implementa
tion of the proposed revisions since < 1 > ade
quate regulations governing forest manage
ment are already in place which readily can 
be used until the need to implement new 
regulations is clearly established, (2) the ex
isting record-high volume of national forest 
timber under contract for harvest totals 
over 34 billion board feet-equal to well over 
a three-year supply, and (3) there has not 
been sufficient time to guage fully the ade
quacy and effectiveness of the existing regu
lations in implementing NFMA, or to see 
the completion of even one of the 120 na
tional forest plans: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, by the Senate <the House of 
Representatives concerning), that the Sec-
retary of Agriculture is urgently requested-
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(1) to extend, for not less than 180 days, 

the public comment prior to publication of 
the revised NFMA regulations in final form; 

(2) purusant to section 6(h)(1) of the 
NFMA, formally to designate a Committee 
of Scientists to furnish advice and counsel 
in connection with the regulatory revisions; 

(3) to conduct formal public hearings in 
various regions of the country in order to 
provide a greater opportunity for citizens to 
register their concerns about these revi
sions; and 

(4) to publish, with any final regulatory 
revisions and comments, a Supplement to 
the Environmental Impact Statement that 
accompanied the existing regulations when 
published in 1979. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I believe 
I have a few minutes remaining. I am 
prepared to yield that time to the dis
tinguished Senator from Wisconsin. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Wisconsin is recognized. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
thank my good friend from Vermont 
for graciously yielding me time. 

VITAL ROLE OF SIPC 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, yes

terday's New York Times carried an 
article on the front page entitled "A 
Dealer in Bonds Defaults on Debt." 
The article went on to state that the 
Federal Reserve held itself ready to 
act as a "lender of last resort" to alle
viate a credit crunch in the bond 
market. 

I commend this article to my col
leagues. What is not in the article is 
the significant but complex monitor
ing function played by the Securities 
Investor Protection Corporation 
<SIPC) in this matter. 

The government bond dealer re
ferred to-Drysdale Government Secu
rities-because it deals exclusively 
with government securities-is exempt 
from registration with the SEC and, 
therefore, does not fall within SIPC's 
jurisdication. However, about 30 per
cent of Drysdale Government Securi
ties is owned by Drysdale Securities, 
which is registered by the SEC and, 
therefore, within SIPC's jurisdiction. 
In this situation SIPC's monitoring 
consists of assessing the impact of the 
default on a SIPC-covered firm and 
analizing Drysdale Securities customer 
base to determine coverage under the 
SIPC law. 

Mr. President, as you can appreciate, 
the questions SIPC is called upon to 
address are intricate and intimately in
volve the securities industry. No doubt 
legislation to abolish the exemption 
from SIPC coverage for securities 
firms dealing exclusively in govern
ment bonds will be considered. 

Mr. President, this all points up the 
need to place the management of 
SIPC into experienced hands. Unfor
tunately, President Reagan has nomi
nated James G. Stearns for the chair
manship of SIPC. Mr. Stearns, as I 
have stated before on this Senate 
floor, is not qualified at all for this po-

sition. It is time for President Reagan 
to withdraw the Stearns nomination 
and to nominate a well-qualified 
person for the chairmanship of SIPC. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD the article 
which appeared in the New York 
Times for May 19, 1982. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

A DEALER IN BONDS DEFAULTS ON DEBT 

DRYSDALE MOVE CAUSES LARGE DROP IN CHASE 
BOND STOCK 

(By Robert J. Cole) 
A major dealer in Government bonds and 

notes. Drysdale Government Securities, in
formed creditors yesterday that it was 
unable to meet $160 million in interest pay
ments, creating considerable concern 
throughout the financial community. 

The Chase Manhattan Bank, one of sever
al New York banks that have acted as clear
ing agents for such dealers as Drysdale, led 
a broad decline in bank stocks on the New 
York Stock Exchange, slumping 31f4, to 48%. 

Drysdale's inability to meet its debt pay
ments prompted the Federal Reserve Bank 
of New York, in an unusual late-afternoon 
statement, to tell Government bond dealers 
that it "stood ready as lender of last resort" 
to help commercial banks meet "unusual 
credit demands related to market prob
lems." 

While it is not one of the nation's three 
dozen major dealers in Government securi
ties, Drysdale has played a prominent role 
in recent months as a speculator in Treas
ury bonds and notes. To buy and sell these 
Government securities, it relies heavily on 
short-term borrowings from banks and 
other dealers, often using borrowed Treas
ury securities as collateral. The interest 
payment it missed was interest due on the 
borrowed securities. 

Although versions of what happened dif
fered substantially among bankers and Wall 
Street bond dealers, it seemed clear that 
Drysdale has sold short. That is, in accord
ance with accepted custom, it had sold Gov
ernment securities it did not in fact own in 
the hope of making good later by buying 
back the securities at a lower price and 
pocketing the difference. But instead of fall
ing, Government bond and note prices had 
risen since early May, although in recent 
days prices had begun to weaken as yields 
rose. 

Drysdale itself did not comment on what 
caused its problem. 

The surprisingly strong statement of sup
port for New York's top banks came in the 
wake of a meeting called Monday evening at 
the Federal Reserve by Willard C. Butcher, 
chairman of the Chase Manhattan Bank, 
and the subsequent announcement by 
Chase yesterday that an unidentified Wall 
Street dealer in Government bonds-widely 
known to be Drysdale Securities of 65 Liber
ty Street, Manhattan-had failed to meet 
$160 million in interest payments due to a 
number of leading Wall Street dealers. 

A major controversy developed over 
whether Chase, as the clearing agent for 
Drysdale's transactions, could be held re
sponsible for the entire loss. Banking 
sources said that Drysdale had $30 million 
in capital and, in view of its inability to 
meet interest payments far in excess of its 
capital, it might be technically bankrupt. 

Some dealers said that the Drysdale case 
might lead to a revival of proposals to regu-

late the Government securities market, the 
last unregulated securities market in the 
country. Such proposals last arose in March 
1978 after an official at the University of 
Houston engaged in a pyramiding scheme 
that resulted in commitments to buy $445 
million in securities and resulted in a loss to 
the school of several million dollars. 

Drysdale was not among the three dozen 
dealers, including some of the nation's 
major banks, designated by the Federal Re
serve to handle the majority of its transac
tions, when it buys and sells securities to 
add or subtract reserves from the banking 
system. Such transactions are the Fed's 
principal tool for influencing the nation's 
money supply. 

Among the Wall Street bond dealers and 
banks reported to be owed interested by 
Drysdale were the Manufacturers Hanover 
Trust Company; the U.S. Trust Company; 
Merrill Lynch, Pierce, Fenner & Smith; 
Drexel Burnham Lambert; Paine, Webber, 
Jackson & Curtis; Goldman, Sachs & Com
pany; Donaldson, Lufkin & Jenrette; New 
York Hanseatic and Salomon Brothers. 

Wall Street bond dealers maintained pri
vately that despite the enormous overall 
sum, no individual firm had enough of a po
tential loss to create a major problem or en
danger its survival. Nevertheless, the Butch
er meeting on Monday, coupled with the 
statement by the Federal Reserve, suggest
ed that the full dimensions of the Drysdale 
situation were uncertain and that all pre
cautions were being taken to prevent disrup
tion of the Government bond market. 

Fraser Seitel, a spokesman for the Chase 
Manhattan, said that Mr. Butcher called 
the meeting, which was attended by repre
sentatives of 10 Wall Street firms, "to try to 
avoid any disruption of the Government se
curities market-to work out alternative so
lutions to prevent disruption of the U.S. 
Government securities market." 

Peter J. Wasserman, president of the 
Drysdale Securities Corporation, a 92-year
old Wall Street house, said that it once had 
corporate ties to Drysdale Government Se
curities but had had none since early this 
year, when the latter set itself up as a sepa
rate company with Richard Taaffee as its 
president. Mr. Wasserman said that he and 
Joseph Vicent Ossorio, chairman of Drys
dale Securities, held "small, nonvoting in
terests" in D,rysdale Government Securities. 

Mr. Taaffee, who did not return repeated 
telephone calls to his office, is understood 
to have established himself on Wall Street 
as a successful bond dealer. He is thought to 
have been extremely successful in playing 
the market, and Wall Street executives even 
joked about a computer he had called 
Arnold that "knows everything." The firm 
is also understood to have been in the proc
ess of buying its five-story headquarters 
building at 65 Liberty Street for several mil
lion dollars. 

A handful of Wall Street firms called find
ers, including one known as Buttonwood Se
curities, bring together firms such as Drys
dale wanting to borrow Government securi
ties with firms such as Merrill Lynch, 
Drexel or Goldman, Sachs willing to lend 
them at interest. Chase contends that it 
acted as clearing house, seeing to it that the 
Government securities are delivered to the 
borrower-in this case Drysdale-and the in
terest payments reach the lender, whichev
er Wall Street dealer is involved. 

Wall Street dealers, on the other hand, 
took the position yesterday that they dealt 
with Chase Manhattan or other banks and 
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therefore expected Chase to be responsible 
for recovery of their losses. 

U.S. HOLOCAUST MEMORIAL 
COUNCIL: A YEAR OF ACHIEVE
MENTS 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 

Director of the U.S. Holocaust Memo
rial Council recently appeared before 
a Senate Appropriations Subcommit
tee to describe the Council's 1982 ac
tivities. I commend the Council and its 
Director, Robert Agus, for focusing on 
two essential aims: To spread aware
ness of the tragedy of genocide in his
tory and to work toward preventing 
any similar disasters. 

The U.S. Holocaust Memorial Coun
cil was established by Congress to pro
vide for appropriate ways for the 
Nation to commemorate the Days of 
Remembrance; to build and oversee a 
Memorial Museum to the Holocaust 
victims; and to carry out the recom
mendations of the President's Com
mission on the Holocaust. 

Mr. President, let me tell you about 
some of the progress the Council has 
made toward achieving its goals. 

In conjunction with the Internation
al Day of Remembrance, a National 
Commemoration of the Days of Re
membrance for 1982 was held on April 
20. There was a very moving two-part 
ceremony in the Capitol Rotunda and 
the White House, which was well at
tended by many distinguished figures. 

In addition to the national com
memorative observance, 42 States, two 
territories, and the District of Colum
bia also conducted areawide civic com
memorations. 

Significant progress has also been 
made on the Holocaust Memorial 
Museum. A site has been selected, 
themes to be presented in the museum 
are being developed and fundraising 
will soon begin. 

Mr. President, I was particularly im
pressed by one project called the 
International Liberators Conference. 
Held at the Department of State from 
October 26 through 28, 1981, it was a 
historic occasion honoring those who 
liberated the Nazi concentration 
camps. Official delegations from 13 na
tions, liberators from 40 different U.S. 
States, and hundreds of other citizens, 
Government officials and survivors at
tended the plenary sessions. The pro
ceedings were video taped for use in 
school systems and libraries and for 
other interested groups throughout 
the world. 

Mr. President, there is one final 
Council activity that we should pay 
special attention to. Plans have begun 
for the Committee on Conscience. 
This committee will be designed to 
serve as an early warning system 
against threats of genocide against 
any people, any place in the world. 

Like the U.S. Holocaust Memorial 
Council, Mr. President, we in the 

Senate must undertake activities 
aimed at preventing any more genoci
dal atrocities. The Genocide Conven
tion should be a prime vehicle for our 
goal. 

In the final analysis an international 
treaty making genocide a crime can 
only be effective if the hearts of the 
signatory nations are committed to 
the goals of this international law. Be
cause the United States is recognized 
as a world leader in the field of human 
rights, I believe we have a unique op
portunity. We can help spur other gov
ernments to find the will to partici
pate in the international effort to pre
vent genocide. 

We can help foster a world climate 
of vivid awareness of the historical 
tragedy of genocide and a world com
mitted to preventing its recurrence. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to immediately ratify the Genocide 
Convention. 

NUCLEAR ATTACK DEVASTA
TION: HIGHER EDUCATION 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, 
higher education plays an absolutely 
essential role in the technological and 
military as well as in the social and 
cultural strength of our country. 
What effect would a Soviet nuclear 
attack designed to destroy our econo
my have on higher education in Amer
ica? The CA TO policy analysis by 
Katz and Osdoby reports the follow
ing: 

America's economic and military power 
derives in large measure from its ability to 
maintain its technological leadership; 
higher education plays a central role in 
maintaining this lead. Universities and col
leges provide trained personnel to assist in 
scientific and technological development. 
They also provide the institutional frame
work for basic research that becomes the 
basis of scientific discovery and technologi
cal innovation. 

In the above attack on the 71 major urban 
areas, over 50 percent of the higher educa
tion system would be damaged or destroyed. 
Professional schools are even more vulnera
ble-over 70 percent of the students are con
centrated in these urban areas, which con
tain only 55 percent of the general student 
population. Of equal significance, an at
tempt to measure not only the quantity but 
also the quality of graduate <science and en
gineering) and professional <medicine, law> 
schools found a disproportinate number-70 
percent-in attacked areas. In other words, 
in the academic areas we evaluated, quality 
educational facilities tended to be highly 
concentrated in the major urban areas. In 
addition, these universities and professional 
schools attract or spin off important private 
research-and-development or consulting 
firms and high-technology manufacturing 
firms in close proximity. 

Given the massive scale of population 
losses and casualties after nuclear attacks, it 
is likely that the concept of the function .of 
the university would also change, assuming 
a more narrow role as vocational and profes
sional training ground. The training could 
be at a very basic level, with many impor
tant intellectual pursuits and professions 

abandoned. The basic scientific and techno
logical infrastructure could be most serious
ly injured since even if the capacity re
mained, the justification for basic research 
during the post-attack recovery period 
would likely be questioned, and any diver
sion of energies in this direction challenged. 
Complex scientific experiments requiring 
extraordinary collaboration among scientif
ic groups and expensive, sophisticated 
equipment would be eliminated or delayed 
for perhaps decades. The quality of re
search and the university's vital contribu
tion to technology would diminish drastical
ly in almost any nuclear attack. Thus, the 
damage to the higher education system 
would pose serious obstacles to a strong and 
rapid economic recovery. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, is there 

an order for the transaction of routine 
morning business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes; 
under the previous order, there will 
now be a period for the transaction of 
routine morning business, to continue 
until 9 a.m., with Senators being per
mitted to speak for not more than 2 
minutes. 

ARMS CONTROL AND THE 
REAGAN ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 
am deeply concerned by recent state
ments of President Reagan and mem
bers of his administration regarding 
arms control policy. Because of my 
concern, I telegramed the President 
last Friday seeking urgent clarification 
of several vital arms control issues. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text of my telegram be printed in 
the RECORD at this point: 

There being no objection, the tele
gram was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 
Hon. RONALD REAGAN, 
The White House, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I am deeply con
cerned that several statements made by you 
during your press conference last night are 
seriously misleading and suggest that U.S. 
arms control policies are following new and 
dangerous directions. 

I urgently request clarification so that all 
parties to the arms control process-the Ex
ecutive Branch, the Congress, and Soviet 
leaders-can proceed with clear knowledge 
of the Administration's position on these 
matters. 

First, you said that "the parts that we're 
observing of SALT II have to do with the 
monitoring of each other's weapons". Your 
reluctance to formally embrace SALT II 
limits could be interpreted to mean that 
while we are "monitoring" the Soviet's 
weapons, we may at any moment "break
out" from treaty provisions. The fact is we 
are not meeting with the Soviets at the 
Standing Consultative Commission in 
Geneva-as we would if SALT II were in 
force-to raise SALT II monitoring i~sues. 

Second, you suggested in your answer to 
Helen Thomas that SALT II failed to curb 
destabilizing Soviet weapons. In fact SALT 
II prohibits the Soviets from adding more 
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warheads and missiles to their land based 
forces. Your failure to state unequivocally 
that we will adhere to SALT II restraints as 
an interim arms control measure leave am
biguities which could erode U.S. security. 

Furthermore, the statement of Presiden
tial Counselor Edwin Meese III on May 7 
appears to be in direct contradiction to the 
testimony of Secretary of State Alexander 
Haig, Jr. on May 11. 

Meese, in a press interview, stated that 
the Reagan Administration does not "feel 
bound by" the provisions of SALT II. In 
contrast, Secretary Haig, asked about Ad
ministration intentions on complying with 
SALT I and SALT II, told the Senate For
eign Relations Committee "we intend to 
comply by those provisions". 

Third, you stated that "in the past several 
years <SALT> negotiations took place with 
(the Soviets) having a superiority over us 
and us actually unilaterally disarming". 
Like your recent statement that the Soviets 
have "a definite margin of superiority" your 
latest statement is either misleading or you 
are seriously misinformed. Are you contend
ing that the U.S. was inferior in overall stra
tegic nuclear forces in the 1970's? That is 
not true; no responsible U.S. military offi
cial would trade our overall arsenal for the 
Soviets' now, not would they have traded it 
then. Senators have put this question to key 
civilian and military officials in recent hear
ings of the Senate Foreign Relations Com
mittee and the Armed Services Committee. 

In addition, your assertion regarding "uni
lateral disarmament" completely ignores 
the many, many research, development and 
deployment efforts we made to modernize 
our strategic forces during SALT negotia
tions-including the MIRVing or our Min
uteman ICBMs, the deployment of the first 
of our Trident subs, and progress made on 
the B-1 and cruise missiles. 

Despite my misgivings about some of the 
personnel and some of the policies involved 
in the formulation of your Administration's 
arms control proposals, I earlier this week 
publicly welcomed your START proposal as 
a constructive first step towards arms curbs. 

However, bipartisan consensus behind 
such efforts requires that the Administra
tion clarify its intentions regarding SALT II 
observance and clarify its views regarding 
the strategic balance. 

ALAN CRANSTON, 
U.S. Senator. 

LAND OF LINCOLN CONFERENCE 
Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, two 

weekends ago Republican leaders from 
throughout Illinois gathered for the 
first Land of Lincoln Conference. 

This conference was patterned after 
the annual Tidewater conferences in 
which I and many of our colleagues in 
Congress have participated. 

I was pleased to have as cosponsors 
of this conference Illinois Governor 
Jim Thompson and State party chair
man Don Adams. 

The conclusion of those 55 leaders 
who attended the conference was that 
it was extremely valuable and the par
ticipants voted unanimously to make 
the Land of Lincoln Conference an 
annual event. We intend to do this, 
and planning is already beginning do 
next year. 

The purpose of the conference was 
to provide an informal and relaxed at-

mosphere in which leaders could dis
cuss and debate issues of importance 
to Illinois and the Nation. The debate 
was constructive and I believe enlight
ening to all of us who participated in 
it. Conference participants broke into 
table groups named after some of our 
best know Illinois leaders of the past: 
President Abraham Lincoln, U.S. Sen
ator Everett Dirksen, Illinois Senate 
Minority Leader David Shapiro, 
Speaker of the Illinois House of Rep
resentatives Warren Wood, U.S. Sena
tor C. Wayland Brooks, and Illinois 
Secretary of State Charles Carpentier. 

Resolutions drafted in advance, 
based on interests indicated by the in
vitees, were introduced individually 
and arguments pro and con were of
fered by selected participants. The res
olution in question was then debated 
at each table, and amendments were 
prepared by the tables or by individ
uals acting on their own. This was fol
lowed by general discussion during 
which the amendments were debated 
and voted on. A vote was then taken 
on the final resolution as amended. 

Following our conference, I joined 
the President in Illinois and discussed 
the resolutions with him. He subse
quently sent me a letter commenting 
on the conference, and I ask unani
mous consent that the text of the 
President's letter be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, May 15, 1982. 

Hon. CHARLES H. PERCY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CHUcK: Thank you for discussing 
with me in Chicago the resolution of the 
Land of Lincoln Conference, copies of which 
you had given Jim Baker Sunday evening. 

I was pleased to see that the summary res
olution you adopted at the conclusion of 
your conference on Basic Human Needs par
alleled the emphasis I placed on the role of 
volunteerism in my speech at the Chicago 
YMCA luncheon Sunday, May 9. 

I was also most interested in the resolu
tions adopted on a balanced budget, new 
Federalism, economic development, nuclear 
arms reduction, federal taxes and defense 
spending. 

I commend you, Governor Jim Thompson 
and State Republican Chairman Doc Adams 
for holding such a timely three day confer
ence of Republican leaders on some of the 
vital issues facing our nation today. 

I understand by unanimous vote of the 
1982 Conference a similar weekend meeting 
will be held in 1983, and I look forward to 
not only studing the results of the Confer
ence, but measuring the progress we have 
made in the year ahead on the goals estab
lished this past weekend. 

Sincerely, 
RoN. 

Mr. PERCY. Copies of the resolu
tions adopted by the conference will 
be sent to other national and State 
leaders as well. 

The conference, which was held in 
Springfield, Ill., also provided the op-

portunity for several informal social 
gatherings. We were entertained by pi
anist Evans E. Brittin, Jr., at both our 
Friday and Saturday night dinners, 
and Springfield High School's "Seven 
and the Senators" singers, led by Dan 
Spreckelmeyer, performed brilliantly 
for us on Saturday evening. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the resolutions adopted by 
the first Land of Lincoln Conference 
and the list of attendees be printed at 
this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

RESOLUTION 1: BALANCED BUDGET 
Resolved, That the Federal Government 

should implement a balanced budget as soon 
as possible. Deficits lead to high inflation 
and high interest rates and are an impor
tant cause of the present economic reces
sion. All means should be considered to 
bring spending and revenues into balance: a 
Constitutional amendment, wording in the 
manner and form of Senate Joint Resolu
tion 58, immediate spending reductions, 
better management of Federal assets, better 
control of Federal lending, better debt col
lection, both foreign and domestic, smaller 
defense increases if consistent with the 
needs of National Security, and reexamine 
the tax structure. 

RESOLUTION 2: THE NEW FEDERALISM 
Resolved, The current role of the Federal 

Government in the federal system-and the 
government in society-should be reexam
ined and redefined and the federal govern
ment should be required to lessen its role 
and strengthen that of the states and local 
governments, taking care that adequate rev
enue sources follow major shifts in func
tions. 

RESOLUTION 3: ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
The primary role of the private sector in 

reducing unemployment and creating new 
jobs should be reaffirmed, encouraged and 
supported by federal, state and local govern
ment policies through tax incentives and 
regulatory reforms such as enterprise zones 
and workfare. 

Government's role in training and retrain
ing for employment should be fostered 
through traditional State and local educa
tional and vocational educational institu
tions in concert with the private sector 
rather than massive government bureaucra
cy. 

A genuine effort should be made to elimi
nate duplication and overlap by various 
agencies of Government in the area of job 
training. 

People receiving unemployment compen
sation or welfare should be required to 
either demonstrate that they are using their 
best efforts to find employment or to attend 
training programs when they need new or 
updated skills or be required to participate 
in a local work program where available. 

Federal, state and local government poli
cies, statutes and regulations should be reas
sessed to remove disincentives to work. 

RESOLUTION 4: NUCLEAR ARMS LIMITATIONS 
To express the sense of the Land of Lin

coln Conference that the United States and 
the Soviet Union should engage in substa
tial, equitable, and verifiable reductions of 
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their nuclear weapons in a manner which 
would contribute to peace and stability. 

Whereas a nuclear war would kill or 
injure millions and millions of people and 
threaten the survival of the human race; 

Whereas there can be no assurance that a 
nuclear war, once initiated, would remain 
limited in scope; 

Whereas there exists the ever-present risk 
that nuclear weapons might be employed 
through accident or miscalculation; 

Whereas the American people, who are 
people of peace, maintain nuclear arma
ments only in the defense of freedom and 
yearn for world conditions in which they 
could do far more to lift the burdens of 
human privation and despair; 

Whereas the current nuclear force imbal
ance is destabilizing and could increase the 
likelihood of nuclear war; 

Whereas sizeable and verifiable mutual re
ductions of Soviet and U.S. nuclear forces to 
an equal and far-lower level would enhance 
stability and the maintenance of peace; and 

Whereas President Reagan, on November 
18, 1981, stated that the United States "will 
seek to negotiate substantial reductions in 
nuclear arms which would result in levels 
that are equal and verifiable": Now, there
fore, be it Resolved by the Land of Lincoln 
Conference assembled, that-

< 1> the United States should propose to 
the Soviet Union a manual, and verifible nu
clear force freeze at equal and sharply re
duced levels of forces; 

(2) the United States should propose to 
the Soviet Union practical measures to 
reduce the danger of nuclear war through 
accident or miscalculation and prevent the 
use of nuclear weapons by third parties, in
cluding terrorists; 

(3) the United States should challenge the 
Soviet Union to join in this historic effort to 
channel the genius of our two peoples away 
from the passing of nuclear armaments and 
to focus the energy and resources of both 
nations on attacking the ancient enemies of 
mankind-poverty, hunger, and disease; 

(4) the United States should continue to 
press month after month, year after year, to 
achieve balance, stablizing the reductions, 
looking, in time, to the elimination of all nu
clear weapons from the world's arsenals; 

(5) to maintain stability and continuity 
while these stractegic arms reduction nego
tiations are conducted, the United States 
should propose to the Soviet Union that 
both Parties avoid actions that would un
dercut previously negotiated SALT agree
ments; 

(6) the US should propose that the people 
of the Soviet Union be heard on this issue; 

<7> the threshhold Test Ban Treaty be 
passed; 

(8) means should also be found to control 
proliferation of nuclear weaponry in other 
countries capable of producing nuclear 
weapons; and 

(9) research and development of conven
tional weaponry should be encouraged. 

RESOLUTION s: FEDERAL TAXES 

The principles underlying the 1981 Eco
nomic Recovery Tax Act should be main
tained. Federal personal and corporate 
income taxes have damaged people's ability 
to save and invest and have diminished jobs 
creation efforts. The President's tax cut 
program was passed to breathe life into our 
economy. Its healthy effect has not yet 
come to fruition, because the January auto
matic Social Security tax hike washed out 
the first modest cut. The full three-year 
phased tax cut must be retained in order to 

provide jobs for people, which will in turn 
produce additional tax revenues through a 
broader base of taxpayers. Enforcement of 
our revenue collection procedures must be 
strengthened so that taxpaying citizens are 
not required to subsidize tax evaders. Con
gress must concentrate its efforts toward 
cuts in spending rather than to increase the 
present punitive taxation on both individ
uals and corporations. 

<Note: A significant number of the partici
pants wanted it made known that adoption 
of this amendment did not mean that no 
tax reforms were considered necessary. It 
was the consensus of the Conference that 
specific reform proposals should not be 
dealt with in this context.) 

RESOLUTION 6: DEFENSE SPENDING 

The United States should increase defense 
spending from the fiscal year 1982 level to 
maintain a defense capability that can deter 
aggression and protect vital national inter
ests. We reaffirm the support expressed in 
the 1980 Republican National Platform for 
a defense capability second to none. Cost
saving methods should be effected wherever 
practicable in order to maximize actual de
fense capability from funds appropriated. 
We urge other countries in the free world to 
do more for their own and the common de
fense. 

RESOLUTION 7: SUMMARY STATEMENT, LAND OF 
LINCOLN CONFERENCE 

Let us, as Republicans, be evermindful 
that "Basic Human Needs" do exist and 
while we believe there must be a reduction 
in the role of the federal government in pro
viding such basic services, we urge all Amer
icans to lend greater voluntary assistance to 
the less fortunate among us. 

We further acknowledge and recognize 
that we, as a society, have both a legal and 
moral obligation to provide for the basic 
needs of those incapable of providing for 
themselves. 

CONFERENCE ATTENDEES 

Republican State Central Committee 
Chairman Don Adams. 

State Central Committeeman Mary Jo 
Arndt. 

State Representative David Barkhausen. 
Marshall County Chairman Fritz Camp-

bell. 
State Senator John "Doc" Davidson. 
State Senator Aldo DeAngelis. 
State Representative Sue Deuchler and 

Walter Deuchler. 
State Representative Ralph Dunn. 
Secretary of State Jim Edgar and Brenda 

Edgar. 
Attorney General Tyron Fahner. 
Moultrie County Chairman Billy Farris. 
State Central Committeeman Robert Fol-

lett and Nancy Follett. 
Congressional Candidate Robert Gaffner. 
Richland County Chairman Henry Gass

man and Pat Gassman. 
Peoria County Chairman Camille Gibson. 
Republican Nationalities Council 1st Vice 

President Edward Gjertsen. 
State Senate Candidate John Glynn and 

Betty Glynn. 
State Senator John Grotberg. 
University of Illinois Trustee Ralph Hahn 

and Jane Hahn. 
State Central Committeeman Joseph 

Hale. 
State Central Committeeman Harber 

Hall. 
State Young Republicans President 

Robert Hall. 

Ward Committeeman John Hoellen and 
Mary Jane Hoellen. 

Springfield Mayor J. Michael Houston. 
Former President, National Federation of 

Republican Women and Chairman, 
Women's Division of RNC Pat Hutar. 

Rich Township Representative Mary A. 
Johnson. 

Douglas County Chairman Marvin Jones. 
State Representative John Kociolko. 
State Representative Judy Koehler. 
Sue and Gail Luck, of Decatur, Ill. 
Sangamon County Auditor Marylee Lind-

ley. 
Grundy County Chairman Del Linn. 
Salem Mayor Charles McMackin. 
Lake County Chairman Robert Neal and 

Pat Neal. 
State Representative Diana Nelson. 
Ward Committeeman Donald A. Neltnor. 
State Representative Josephine Oblinger. 
Wheeling Township Secretary, IFRW, 

Dian Perkins. 
Senator Chuck Percy and Loraine Percy. 
Wheeling Township Committeeman 

Connie Peters. 
State Representative Penny Pullen. 
Madison County Chairman Dr. Edward 

Ragsdale and Meredith Ragsdale. 
Former State Central Committeeman and 

former State Representative Paul Ran
dolph. 

State Representative Jim Reilly and Mary 
Reilly. 

State Representative Clyde Robbins. 
Arlington Heights Mayor James Ryan. 
President, Wheeling Township Republi-

can Women, Carol Ryan. 
Candidate for Comptroller and former 

State Representative Cal Skinner. 
Oak Park Township Committeeman Dean 

Sodaro and Jean Sodaro. 
Whiteside County Chairman George 

"Bud" Thompson. 
Governor James R. Thompson. 
Jayne Thompson. 
Candidate for State Representative Jon 

Walker. 
State Representative Robert Winchester. 
Brown County Chairman Glenn Wor

thington and Evalyn Worthington. 

CONGRATULATIONS TO HADAS
SAH ON ITS 70TH ANNIVERSA
RY 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, as a co

sponsor of Senate Concurrent Resolu
tion 62, commemorating the 70th an
niversary of Hadassah, the Women's 
Zionist Organization of America, I am 
pleased to join in marking this day of 
May 20 as a day of celebration. The 
tremendous spirit and energy that 
have gone into 70 years of achieve
ment by the women of Hadassah 
indeed give cause for celebration, both 
by those who applaud their efforts 
here today and by the thousands upon 
thousands of people from all walks of 
life who have been the direct benefici
aries of their efforts over the years. 

Now 370,000 strong, Hadassah exem
plifies the commitment to humanitari
an concerns shared by the people of 
Israel and the United States. These 
concerns, as carried out primarily in 
educational and medical services and 
training are also a fundamental part 
of our mutual commitment to peace in 
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the Middle East and to freedom and 
self-determination for all peoples. 
These commitments are inseparable. 

For those who are unacquainted 
with the level of achievement and the 
ideals of Hadassah, I would point to 
the internationally recognized excel
lence of the Hadassah-Hebrew Univer
sity Medical Center in Jerusalem. As 
noted in Senate Concurrent Resolu
tion 62, the center and its facilities 
have been made available to treat all 
peoples of the region regardless of reli
gion, race, or nationality in the tradi
tion of the oath of the Hebrew physi
cian: "You shall help the sick, base or 
honorable, stranger or alien or citizen 
because he is sick." The center was 
created and is maintained by Hadas
sah and stands as one of the world's 
finest examples of what individuals, 
when joined by a common purpose and 
strength of spirit, can do to improve 
the quality of life for millions of 
people. 

From that day in February of 1912 
when Hadassah was founded under 
the leadership of Henrietta Szold, in
dividual lives have been touched and 
changed in many ways by the efforts 
of this multiservice organization. Since 
World War II, Hadassah has helped to 
resettle in Israel and rehabilitate over 
100,000 children from countries all 
over the world. Young men and 
women continue to benefit as well 
from a comprehensive system of voca
tional education. Additionally, the Ha
dassah-Hebrew University Medical 
Center provides top-caliber training 
and research in the health sciences. 

Mr. President, we are facing times 
ahead when voluntarism is going to be 
more important than ever in providing 
humanitarian services for people 
around the world who are caught in 
the uncertainties of the world econo
my. Hadassah's 70 years of service pro
vide an inspiration to us all. It is with 
great admiration that I join in cele
brating the good works of the past, 
and offer my support and best wishes 
for many more years of valuable serv
ice to humanity. 

DISTINGUISHED ALABAMIAN 
STEPS DOWN AS HEAD OF CSX 
CORP. 
Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, on May 

1, a distinguished Alabamian and long
time friend of mine, Prime F. Osborn, 
reached a milestone in his 36-year 
career in the railroad industry when 
he stepped down as chairman of the 
CSX Corp. The CSX Corp. is the larg
est railway system in the Nation and 
was formed by the merger of two great 
railroads, the Chessie System and the 
Family Lines. The Louisville and 
Nashville Railroad, a component of 
the Family Lines, is the largest rail
road in the State of Alabama and has 
played a key role in the industrial de
velopment of Alabama. 

Mr. Osborn is a native Alabamian 
who was born and raised in Greens
boro, where he still maintains the 
family farm. He is a graduate of the 
University of Alabama and its law 
school. Early in his career he served as 
an assistant attorney general of Ala
bama. From my many conversations 
with him, I know of his deep loyalty 
and affection for his native State, and 
I am delighted to have him as a part
time constituent. 

The merger which formed the CSX 
Corp. was a major achievement in 
Prime's business career. But those who 
know him also know of the many 
hours of work he has given to public 
service. He has been a leader in the 
Salvation Army, the Episcopal 
Church, and the Boy Scouts. For his 
work, he has received many well-de
served awards, including the Out
standing Jacksonville Citizen Award of 
the Jacksonville Chamber of Com
merce and being named the Transpor
tation Man of the Year by the Nation
al Defense Transportation Association. 
I am sure that his commitment to 
public service will continue in what his 
friends know will be an active retire
ment for Prime Osborn. I wish this 
distinguished son of Alabama well as 
he begins this new phase of his career. 

DISALLOWANCE OF CERTAIN 
TAX DEDUCTIONS 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, in an 
effort to raise new revenues and, 
therefore, cut the projected Federal 
deficit, the Budget Committee is pro
posing $95 billion in new tax increases 
over the next 3 years. I am afraid, 
however, that these unidentified tax 
increases will merely turn out to be 
another attempt by Congress to bal
ance the Federal budget on the backs 
of poor and middle-income Americans. 

We must reduce the budget deficit 
and restore fiscal responsibility in 
Washington, but I am bitterly opposed 
to proposals now being considered 
which would eliminate essential tax 
deductions and increase consumer 
taxes for the Nation's poor and 
middle-income citizens. 

In recent weeks, the chairman of the 
Budget Committee has identified a 
number of areas where taxes might be 
increased in order to reach the goal of 
$95 billion in new revenues. I am 
alarmed to find that most of the new 
revenue will come out of the pockets 
of those Americans least able to afford 
it. The proposals which have been 
specified by the chairman of the 
Budget Committee include: the elimi
nation of tax deductions for State and 
local taxes; elimination of the deduc
tion for interest on consumer loans, 
except automobiles and housing; new 
excise taxes on gasoline and tele
phones; raising from 3 percent to 10 
percent the amount of income that 
must be spent on medical costs before 

a taxpayer can declare it as a deduc
tion; and modifying the exclusion of 
employer contributions for medical in
surance premiums and medical care. 

We simply must not allow for the 
budget crisis to be solved at the sole 
expense of those members of our soci
ety who can least afford the extra 
burden-the middle-income taxpayer 
and the poor. Many of these proposals 
are clearly and simply unfair, unfeel
ing, and fiscally unsound. 

We must reject these tax increases 
which would have a devastating and 
disproportionate impact on the poor 
and middle-income taxpayer. Raising 
the taxes of the working people of this 
country through repeal or modifica
tion of these vital tax deductions in 
the name of stimulating economic re
covery makes no economic sense. The 
deductions for medical expenses, inter
est on consumer loans, and State and 
local taxes were written into our laws 
in recognition of the fact that these 
items severely diminish the taxpayer's 
taxable income. 

Eliminating the tax deduction for in
terest payments on consumer loans 
would be counterproductive and fiscal
ly dangerous. The average American 
family depends on consumer credit 
and loans to purchase major consumer 
items and American manufacturers 
depend on this "buying on time" to 
sell their products. Eliminating this in
terest deduction would have a devas
tating and unfair impact not only on 
middle-income American families, but 
on the already strapped economy in 
general. 

The same is true with medical ex
penses. All of us in this body are a ware 
of the staggering costs of medical care. 
The proposal to raise from 3 percent 
to 10 percent the amount of one's 
income which must be spent before a 
taxpayer can deduct medical costs 
would effectively wipe out this major 
deduction for millions of elderly citi
zens and those beset by major medical 
problems. This is a cruel and heinous 
crime perpetrated on our Nation's el
derly citizens at the same time social 
security benefits are seriously threat
ened. 

Furthermore, imposing excise taxes 
on such items as gasoline and tele
phones is once again placing a dispro
portionate share of the tax burden on 
the Americans least able to pay. The 
American people deserve better than 
to have Congress attempt to straight
en out the economic shambles our 
country is in by taking from them 
these essential and needed tax deduc
tions. It is time that Congress stop 
trying to balance the budget by reach
ing into the pockets of those people in 
our society who struggle to survive day 
to day under the harshest economic 
conditions in many years. 

Americans have always believed in a 
fair and equitable tax system, and 
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they do not mind paying reasonable 
taxes so long as they are called upon 
to pay only their fair share. What 
American taxpayers do object to are 
paying taxes which are disproportion
ate and the seeing their tax dollars 
wasted by the Government. If Con
gress repeals these deductions, I 
expect a hue and cry to ring out across 
this country from working Americans 
over the insidious way that Congress 
has indirectly increased their taxes. 

Like my colleagues on the Budget 
Committee, I, too, believe that eco
nomic recovery through decreasing 
the Federal deficit is the key problem 
facing our country today. But I think 
we often lose sight of the average 
American taxpayer and the impact of 
taxes on the working men and women 
of our country. We must never forget 
that it is the average taxpayer who 
pays the bulk of taxes in this country. 
Asking these already overtaxed, hard
working men and women to shoulder 
an even heavier burden by increasing 
their taxes is unthinkable and inexcus
able. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I 
strongly oppose any attempt by Con
gress to repeal or modify these deduc
tions or raise revenues by increasing 
taxes on gasline and telephones. I urge 
my colleagues in this body to stand 
firm against these ill-conceived and 
untimely proposals. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GoRTON). Morning business is closed. 

FIRST CONCURRENT BUDGET 
RESOLUTION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will 
resume consideration of the First Con
current Budget Resolution, which the 
clerk will state by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A Senate concurrent resolution <S. Con. 

Res. 92) setting forth the recommended con
gressional budget for the United States 
Government for the fiscal years 1983, 1984, 
and 1985, and revising the congressional 
budget for the United States Government 
for the fiscal year 1982. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1488 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending amendment is the amend
ment of the Senator from Vermont. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I yield 

myself such time as I may need. 
I am proud to join today with the 

Senator from New York <Mr. MoYNI
HAN) in offering an amendment to in
crease funding for the environmental 
protection and toxic dump cleanup 
programs for the Enivronmental Pro
tection Agency. 

Quite frankly, Mr. President, after 
hearing the comments of the Director 
of the Environmental Protection 

Agency on NBC's "Today Show" this 
morning, I think this amendment is all 
the more necessary, because it is obvi
ous they are unaware of the amount 
of money they have or even what they 
have been doing. I hope that they will 
pay attention to this amendment, be
cause it will increase outlays in 1983 
by $100 million and budget authority 
by $300 million. 

The particular subject matter of this 
amendment is dollars and cents. But 
the real subject matter of this amend
ment is much broader. 

We are debating here this week the 
most controversial budget resolution 
ever considered by this body. We are 
being asked, in this resolution, to 
choose between increasing taxes or 
cutting defense-to choose between 
balanced budgets and social security. 

The reason our economy is in the 
mess it is in today can be described in 
three words, supply-side economics-or 
as someone called it, "surprise-side ec
onomics." 

A year ago, these words were magic. 
Today, they appear more like black 
magic as unemployment reaches its 
highest level since the Great Depres
sion and business failures reach histor
ic levels. 

As it turned out, there were only two 
things wrong with supply-side econom
ics. 

First, it was unfair. And, second, it 
did not work. 

It was unfair because the tax break 
given to a taxpayer earning $80,000 is 
34 times-that is right, 34 times bigger 
than the tax break for a family which 
earns $10,000 to $20,000 per year. 

And not only was supply-side eco
nomics unfair, it did not work. Invest
ment is not up, it is down. And unem
ployment is not down, it is up. It 
seems we have the wrong charts going 
in the wrong direction. 

What we really learned from supply
side economics is that there is no free 
lunch. The old Republican gospel said 
we had to pay the price of millions un
employed to reduce inflation. The new 
supply-side economics said you did 
not. It said you could cut taxes, bal
ance the budget, restrict the money 
supply, whip inflation, and create a 
boom economy all at once. In fact, 
today we are reducing inflation only 
because there are 10 million unem
ployed. We have learned again the 
hard way that there is no free lunch. 

I believe that this administration's 
environmental policy can be fairly de
scribed as supply-side environmental
ism. Like supply-side economics, there 
are only two things wrong with it-it is 
unfair and it will not work. And there 
is only one lesson it ignores-"there is 
no free lunch." 

This administration's environmental 
policy is completely unfair. Instead of 
evenhanded enforcement of our envi
ronmental laws, this administration 
cut enforcement efforts by 70 per-

cent-70-in its first year in office. It 
has allowed the dumping of liquid haz
ardous wastes. It plans to assign only 
two and one-half Federal workers to 
oversee the entire system designed to 
control millions of shipments of toxic 
wastes. 

And who will suffer from this re
treat? Not the polluters that might be 
with Fortune 500, not the Midnight 
dumpers. No; it will be the unborn 
who are endangered by toxic environ
mental chemicals, children who are 
threatened by lead in the air, and the 
elderly and infirm beset by respiratory 
diseases who will pay the price. 

Even those companies who want to 
obey the laws-out of commonsense or 
because of concern for their public 
image-will lose business to the fly-by
night operators who know they can 
flout the laws with impunity because 
the EPA's enforcement division has 
been reorganized so often it does not 
know what its job is or whether it 
dares to do it. 

This supply-side environmentalism is 
not only unfair, it will not work. Just 
as many today regret their support for 
supply-side economics, next year and 
the year after, many will regret their 
support for destroying EPA's ability to 
enforce our environmental laws 
through cutting EPA's budget by 
nearly 30 percent in just 2 years. 

Instead of saying, "Give a hoot, 
don't pollute," we are saying, "Go 
ahead and pollute; we don't give a 
hoot." It is like saying we are against 
burglary, but we will not allow you to 
have locks on your doors, and we will 
not hire any policemen to enforce the 
laws. That is what the administration 
is saying, we will have laws against en
vironmental degradation, but we will 
not enforce them. I think we have an 
administration which has determined 
that they could not buck public opin
ion and repeal our environmental laws, 
so they are not going to enforce them. 
It is a back-door way to repeal our en
vironmental laws. 

Mr. President, I think that when the 
public realizes these budget cuts mean 
it will take a decade to implement just 
the first stage of controls on hazard
ous waste dumps, they will not stand 
for it. 

When the public realizes these 
budget cuts mean millions of addition
al tons of hazardous air pollutants, 
they will not stand for it. 

When the public realizes this budget 
means millions more gallons of organic 
chemicals in the water, they will not 
stand for it. 

When business realizes that cuts in 
research and development budgets 
mean that new environmental regula
tions will be based on bad science or 
inadequate data, they will not stand 
for it. 

When States realize that EPA has so 
loosely delegated environmental pro-
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grams to the States that they are 
losing jobs to smokestack chasers 
they will not stand for it. ' 

The American people want environ
mental protection. They want their 
health and their children's health pro
tected. They want clean air to breathe 
and clean water to drink. Indeed, a 
recent Roper poll found that 70 per
cent of the public want EPA to be as 
tough or tougher than it was in the 
past. 

The American people want an envi
ronmental policy that works. 

Finally, like supply side economics, 
supply side environmentalism ignores 
the fact that there is no free lunch. If 
we want a stronger national defense, 
we must pay for it. If we want environ
mental protection, we must pay for it. 
If we do not pay for it, we will not get 
it. 

The administration has claimed that 
all its budget cuts can be accommodat
ed by increased efficiency and in
creased delegation of responsibilities 
to the St~es. But aphorisms will not 
stop pollution. Shibboleths will not 
prevent cancer. It takes dollars and 
cents, bright minds and strong hands 
sound science and good administrativ~ 
talents. None of these come for free
or are even cheap. 

Mr. President, I am sure that it will 
be argued that, since the budget reso
lution rejects the President's draconi
an 1983 budget cuts, there is nothing 
to worry about. That is just not cor
rect. 

Between 1981 and 1983, the adminis
tration has proposed cutting EPA's 
budget by 39 percent. But the Presi
dent already achieved 75 percent of 
that reduction-in the 1982 appropria
tion bill. 

The administration claims that, be
c~use of increased efficiency, delega
tiOn of responsibilities to the States, 
and smoke and mirrors, EPA's budget 
can be cut 30 or 40 percent, with no re
duction in environmental protection. 
But its own budget documents tell a 
different story. 

Let me read from EPA's own budget 
documents. These documents show 
what the 1982-not 1983-but the 1982 
budget cuts accepted by this resolu
tion mean. If we accept the resolution 
funding levels: 

There will be more hazardous air 
pollution because there will be "fewer 
national emission standards (for) haz
ardous air pollutants." 

There will be less effort to control 
toxic chemicals in water. 

Investigations of hazardous wastes 
will be postponed. 

The entire effort to establish and 
enforce hazardous waste controls will 
be cut. Let me quote in full from 
EPA's own 1982 documents: 

This reduction represents a significant 
loss of contract funds for Hazardous Waste 
Management in the Regions. EPA and State 
personnel will have to assume the responsi-

bility for doing inspections on generators 
and transporters. The increased workload 
will translate into decreased inspections of 
such facilities. A large portion of the con
tract would have fllnded technical assist
ance in writing land disposal permits under 
RCRA. The loss of the contract dollars will 
reduce the number of permits issued and 
could impair the quality and consistency of 
permits on a nationwide basis. 

And, as controls on toxic wastes are 
being weakened, efforts to efficiently 
understand which chemicals affect 
human health are being cut back. I 
quote: 

This reduction will eliminate a substantial 
part of a program designed to allow the 
Office of Toxic Substances to more accu
rately and economically predict human 
health and environmental effects of chemi
cals without the need for extensive testing. 

In summary, these levels of funding 
proposed by this budget are unjusti
fied and unjustfiable reductions in 
public health protection. They must 
be rejected. 

We are proposing a very different 
budget. This budget asks what we 
should be doing to protect the public 
health, and what it will cost to do 
those tasks. 

This morning's CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD contains an in-depth justifica
tion for each increase in pollution con
trol funding assumed in this amend
ment. My colleague from New York 
will speak about the Superfund pro
gram. Let me give an example for each 
of the major pollution control pro
grams. 

HAZARDOUS AIR POLLUTION 

Increased funding for the air pro
gram will provide EPA resources to 
begin 37 hazardous air assessments as 
opposed to only 9 assessments. These 
reviews provide the basis for determin
ing the health and environmental 
risks of hazardous air pollutants and 
are the basis for setting standards. 
This will allow EPA to complete these 
assessments in 3 to 5 years as opposed 
to the 7 to 10 years it will take now. 

TOXIC WATER POLLUTANTS 

Increased funding for the water pro
gram will provide resources to perform 
health effects research for newly dis
covered toxics found in water. All 
funds for this research have been dis
continued. 

Additionally, resources will be avail
able to continue compliance inspec
tions of dischargers in States that do 
not have permit programs. The budget 
resolution level drastically cuts these 
inspections. 

DRINKING WATER 

Increased funding will provide abate
ment, control, and compliance funds 
to provide assistance to Indian lands 
and _nonprimacy States in developing 
public water system supervision pro
grams. All abatement, control, and 
compliance funds were zeroed out. 

HAZARDOUS WASTE 

Increased funding for the hazardous 
waste program will provide additional 

funds to encourage and assist States to 
develop hazardous waste programs. In
creases will also speed up the develop
ment and promulgation of final haz
ardous waste regulations. EPA does 
not plan to begin issuing final regula
tions until sometime in fiscal year 
1984. 
It will take EPA, under this budget 

10 years just to complete the first step 
of writing permits for hazardous waste 
dumps. This proposal would provide 
the funds to do that job in 5 years. 

PESTICIDES 

Increased funding for the pesticides 
program will provide resources to per
form 2,500 inspections, as opposed to 
275, and to continue funding the pesti
cides certification and training pro
gram which the budget request cut. 

TOXICS 

Increased funding for the toxics pro
gram will fund long-term toxics re
search. This research has been cut by 
71 percent and is fundamental to con
trolling toxics. 

STATE GRANTS 

In almost every program, the sug
gested increases include additional 
funding for State grants progams. In 
order to implement the New Federal
ism concept, States must receive addi
tional funding to develop the capabil
ity and expertise to assume greater 
levels of responsibility in environmen
tal protection. 

Mr. President, the environmental 
protection budget assumed in this res
olution is completely inadequate, but I 
am sure that some will call this pro
posal a budget-busting amendment. 

That argument is nothing but a 
smoke screen. 

There is no doubt that $100 million 
~sa substantial amount of money, but 
m the context of this budget resolu
tion, it is a very small amount of 
money. It is about what the Pentagon 
spends on military bands and museum 
curators. It is only about half of Presi
dent Reagan's requested increase in 
1983 or the Federal Emergency Man
agement Agency. It is only one-sixth 
of the increase in NASA's budget re
quested by President Reagan. 

Mr. President, it is time for this 
body to say clearly that it will not 
permit our environmental laws to be 
repealed through the budget process. I 
urge the adoption of the amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
detailed explanation of the justifica
tion for these increased outlays for 
the Environmental Protection Agency. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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SUMMARY TABLE.-SUGGESTED LEVELS OF FUNDING FOR 

FISCAL YEAR 1983 BY EPA PROGRAM 
[Amounts in thousands of dollars] 

EPA programs Actual 1981 BA 1982 

Air... ................... ·-···· 235,388.5 219,761.9 184,053.3 258,370.6 
Water ................•.•..... 318,236.9 236,796.7 185,965.7 276,988.3 
Drinking water .......... 79,329.7 83,831.1 69,750.1 94,385.2 
Hazardous waste ...... 141,427.7 107,228.1 103,343.7 205,090.4 
Pesticides .................. 64,769.8 53,738.1 50.782.0 74,129.3 
Toxics ....................... 94,103.8 77,377.8 68,604.0 106,027.1 

Subtotal ........... 933,256.4 778,733.7 662,498.8 1,014,990.9 
Other • ...................... 339,998.3 308,720.3 298,893.2 308,720.3 

Total ................ 1,273,254.7 1,087,454 961,392.0 1.323,711.2 

• Includes management and support, interdisciplinary, noise, radiation, and 
energy. 

EPA AIR PROGRAM 
[Amounts in thousands of dollars] 

Air 

R&OOxidants nonenergy: 

!~~ fiiY:::: :::::::::::::~: 
Hazardous air pollutants 

nonenergy: 

!~~ fii·T:::: :~::::::::::: : : 
Mobile sources 

nonenergy: 

!~~&""o:r::::::::::::::::::: 
Gases and particles 

nonenergy: 

Actual 
1981 

5,268.5 
8,433.4 

4,799.6 
5,099.4 

4,054.4 
2,891.5 

11,177.9 

BA 1982 Pr~ 

5,240.6 4,581.0 
9,961.0 6,877.8 

5,339.1 4,941.7 
4,034.5 3,052.7 

3,031.8 2,034.6 
2,563.8 2,441.9 

12,069.1 11,547.1 

SuH~ted 

6,226.4 
11,539.9 

11,743.9 
10,805.4 

2,034.6 
2,441.9 

11,547.1 
17,361.1 13,491.8 11,708.2 11,708.2 !~~&·o·.r::::::::::::::::::: 

--~----~----~~----~-

59,085.8 55,731.7 47,185.0 68,047.4 
Total R. & D ............ ==========='====='== 

ABATEMENT CONTROL 
AND COMPliANCE 

Air quality stationary 
source: 
(S) ······························ 
(A.C. & C.) ................ . 

Mobile source air 
ru!\u~00~~~rol and 
(S) ............................. . 
(A.C. & C.) ................ . 

State programs resource 
aSSIStance: 
(S) ······························ 
(A.C. & C.) ................ . 

Air quality management 
implementation: 

!~~c.··&··c:"i":::::::::::::::: : 
Trends monitoring and 

progress assessment: 
(S) ······························ 
(A.C. & C.) ................ . 

9,512.3 
17,199.8 

10,309.6 
4,367.6 

219.3 
91,057.3 

9,526.1 
222.0 

3,924.7 
431.7 

9,523.6 8,007.8 8,007.8 
10,733.9 11,781.6 11,781.6 

10,019.3 8,980.7 8.980.7 
1,548.3 3,038.3 3,038.3 

223.5 238.1 238.1 
88,734.9 70,578.7 112,234.0 

9,564.4 8,791.5 8,791.5 
116.5 34.3 34.3 

4,313.9 4,425.3 4,425.3 
312.6 452.3 452.3 

Total (A.C. & C.) .... ============'===== 113,278.4 101,446.2 85,885.2 157.983.9 

ENFORCEMENT 
Stationary source 

enforcement: 
(S) ............................. . 
(A.C. & C.) ··············-· 

Mobile source 
enforcement: 
(S) ······························ 
(A.C. & C.) ................ . 

Enforcement total ... . 

13,038.8 14,232.9 10,101.5 
9,845.0 9,791.2 5,019.1 

4,403.0 3,959.6 3,522.6 
2,199.8 955.6 1,896.5 

29,486.6 28,939.3 20,539.7 

Air total 235,388.5 219,761.9 184,053.3 

AIR PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 

Air Oxidants Nonenergy 
[Amounts in thousands of dollars] 

16,064.9 
9,259.2 

4,897.7 
2,117.5 

32,339.3 

258,370.6 

Program element Active 
1981 BA 1982 Pr~ Suffgjed 

Salaries and expenses ............. 5,268.5 5,240.6 4,581.0 6,226.4 
Research and Development... ... 8,433.4 9,961.0 6,877.8 11,539.9 

Recommended changes.-Monitoring systems and quality assurance 
Salaries.................................... 882.7 978.9 693.9 1.031.5 
Research and Development...... 639.2 364.2 390.1 520.0 

The suggested level of funding will ~ovide the resources to continue to fully 
support monitoring and audits. In addition, the resources will provide research 
support in develOping a low cost portable monitor for volatile organic 
compounds. 

Health effects 
Salaries.................................... 1,588.2 1,410.2 1,138.7 1,811.6 
Research and Development...... 2,964.3 3,804.8 1,952.2 4,020.0 

the~u~&fes~t~~~t!unr~~~fJi1lt~ti:Ur:~~~;n~ru~~=~~i: 
~~:~~· ~ p:= b~,~~S:~~~ ~~~h~hi~;~n~n ~~n~u~~~~ 
documents. 

Environmental processes and effects 
Salaries.................................... 1.744.5 1,896.8 1,375.4 2,010.3 
Research and Development...... 4,049.0 5,096.4 2,632.0 5,096.4 

The suggested level of funding provides the resources necessary to continue 
the urban scale ozone modeling program, crop loss assessment program, and 

~~e~ic sh~~ts can;:u~urre~tt ~~r:ra ~e:!~~ ~el~z~~~ch01is h~~ 
starting point for determining the need for regulation and effects on health and 
environment. These research programs should continue. 

Hazardous Air Pollutants Nonenergy 
Salaries and expenses............. 4.799.6 5,339.1 4,941.7 11.743.9 
Research and Development...... 5,099.4 4,034.5 3,052.7 10,805.4 

Recommended changes. -Monitoring systems and quality assurance 
Salaries and expenses ............. 1,664.2 1,919.3 1.729.9 5,087.9 
Research and Development...... 1,559.2 957.7 1,013.9 6,210.9 

There is a backlof of 37 hazardous air pollutants. EPA is plannin~ to do 9 

~=n~ur~to~~~1helhe~~~~f i~uW!,:, ~rs~ 
the necessary regulatory development can get under way in the next several 
years. 

Health effects 
Salaries ..................................... 1.348.5 1,414.9 1,476.1 4,920.3 
Research and Devei(IJllllent...... 1,799.6 1,292.3 865.8 3,421.5 

The suggested level of funding provides resources to do health assessments 
on hazardous air pollutants and develop a monitoring and laboratory program. 
Hazardous air pollutants is a new program and requires initial funding to 
establish a monitoring program and do the basic research necessary to set 
standards. 

State Programs Resource Assistance 
Salaries and expenses ............. 219.3 223.5 238.1 238.1 
A.C. & C.................................. 91,057.3 88,734.9 70,578.7 112,234.0 

Recommended changes. -Control agency resource supplementation 
A.C. & C.................................. 89,524.4 87,734.9 69,954.7 111,610.0 

The suggested level of funding will provide resources adequate to establish a 
system of hazardous air monitors and upgrade the traditional air monitoring 
system. The present cost of the monitoring system for traditional pollutants is 
$30 million. This systems data is often attacked as inadequate by the regulated 
community. This level of funding assumes that a hazardous air monitoring 
system costs approximately the same as a monitoring system for traditional 
pollutants. The existing air monitoring system does not collect data in areas 
where 60 percent of the new power plants are likely to be built. The estimate 
assumes that the existing system will be expanded by 50 percent. 

Stationary Source Enforcement 
Salaries and expenses ............. 13,038.8 14,232.9 10,101.5 16,064.9 
A.C. & C.......................... ........ 9,845.0 9,791.2 5,019.1 9,259.2 

Recommended changes. -Stationary source enforcement 
Salaries.................................... 13,038.8 14,232.9 10,101.5 16,064.9 
A.C. & C.................................. 8,141.5 9,091.2 5,019.1 9,259.2 

The suggested level of funding will provide resources to continue compliance 
monitoring inspections at the current 1981 levels. Many States have not 
assumed primacy for the air enforcement program and any reduction in 
monitoring by EPA now would be counter to what EPA is saying to States 
assuming primacy and would be unfair to industries that have made the capital 
expenditures for pollution control equipment. 

Mobile Source Enforcement 
Salaries and expenses ............. 4,403.0 3,959.6 3,522.6 4,897.7 

A.C. & C ................................... 2,199.8 955.6 1,896.5 2,117.5 

Recommended changes. -Mobile source enforcement 
Salaries ..................................... 4,403.0 3,959.6 3,522.6 4,897.7 
A.C. & C ................................... 2,199.8 955.6 1,896.5 2,117.5 

em:onsut~f?n~ fo~ev;!hi~le f~~it8~~i~st~~~a~s l~u~~e~0 a~ftl~:a~ 
resources are necessary to conduct the emission testing program to ensure fair 
and equal automobile testing across the industry. 

EPA WATER PROGRAM 
[Amounts in thousands of dollars] 

Water Actual Estimated Pr~ SuH~jed 1981 1982 I 83 

R&D 
Water quality nonenergy: 

(S) .............................. 13,378.7 12,713.0 10,143.3 13,096.7 
(R. & D.) .................... 11,850.7 6,429.7 900.0 8,059.8 

Municipal waste-water 
nonenergy: 
(S) .............................. 6,606.0 7,169.8 5,514.8 7,158.3 
(R. & D.) .................... 8.132.0 9,398.6 6,117.0 8,878.7 

EPA WATER PROGRAM-Continued 
[Amounts in thousands of dollars] 

Water 

Industrial waste-water 
nonenergy: 
(S) ······························ 
(R. & D.) .................... 

Total .................... 

Actual 
1981 

3,993.5 
5,947.3 

49,908.2 

Estimated 
1982 

3,952.1 
5,426.5 

45,089.7 

PrOilOSed 
1983 

3,200.3 
1,834.7 

27,710.1 

Abatement, control and compliance 
Water quality State 

programs 
management: 
(S) .............................. 11,721.3 7,959.8 10,974.9 
(A.C. & C.) ................. 14,322.7 8,774.4 2,850.0 

Effluent studies and 
guidelines: 
(S) .............................. 5,780.4 5,165.6 4,785.5 
(A.C. & C.) ................. 22,392.7 6,578.5 7,448.5 

Grants assistance 
programs: 

5,014.0 
5,334.3 

47,541.8 

18,422.4 
10,454.1 

6,727.8 
10,471.6 

(S) ................................................... 
(A.C. & C.) ................. 97,802.3 ·····so:Joo:o-·······4o:s4s:s-·······sr::uo:o 

wa.ter quality strategies 
1mp.: 
(S) .............................. 10.189.9 10,240.1 10,239.4 
(A.C. & C.) ................. 7,092.4 4,658.3 4,620.3 

Water quality monitoring 
and analysis: 
(S) ······························ 7,981.4 7,894.3 8,791.7 
(A.C. & C.) ................. 2,382.5 573.7 375.7 

Municipal Source 
control: 
(S) .............................. 28,309.1 26,661.3 18,267.2 
(A.C. & C.) ................. 29,721.2 23,777.8 25,502.4 

Total .................... 237,695.8 162,983.8 134,701.2 

Enforcement 
Water quality 

enforcement: 
(S) .............................. 15,577.1 16,109.2 13,181.0 
(A.C. & C.) ................. 3,577.9 1,153.8 176.9 

Water quality permits 
1ssuance: 
(S) ······························ 7,109.9 7,149.2 6,986.6 
(A.C. & C.) ................. 4,294.0 4,314.0 3,209.9 

Total .................... 30,558.9 28,273.2 23,554.4 

Water total... ....... 318,236.9 236,796.7 185,965.7 

WATER PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 

Program element 

Water Quality Nonenergy 
[Amounts in thousands of dollars] 

Actual 
1981 

10,975.8 
5,521.9 

10,686.0 
1,472.7 

18,267.2 
31,849.0 

186,288.5 

23,040.0 
2,099.0 

12,705.0 
5,314.0 

43,158.0 

276,988.3 

Salaries and expenses............... 13,387.7 12,713.0 10,143.2 13,096.7 
Research and development....... 11,850.7 6,429.7 900.0 8,059.8 

Recommended changes-Monitoring systems and quality assurance 
Salaries ..................................... 2,633.9 2,676.4 2,057.9 2,728.0 
Research and development....... 1,089.6 688.8 .................... 924.8 

The suggested level of funding will provide resources to continue toxic 
pollutant measurement, monitoring. and quality assurance on areas where taxies 
are known to be present and on newly found taxies in the aquatic environment 

Health effects 
R. & D...................................... 1,656.1 1,671 200 2,095.9 

The suggested level of funding will provide sufficient resources to do health 
effects assessments on newly discovered taxies. In addition EPA will continue 
to do health effects assessments on beaches offered by advanced wastewater 
treatment effluent. 

Great lakes study 
Salaries ..................................... 776.4 994 ····-·············· 994 
R. & D...................................... 2,654.5 1,500 .................... 1,500 

The suggested level of funding would continue funding for resesarch and 
develojlment in the Great lakes program as part of the continued United States 
comm1tment to Canada for this program. Research should continue in 
particularly the area of newly discovered taxies in the Great lakes basin. 

Environmental processes and effects 
Salaries ..................................... 7,395.9 7,157.9 6,217.4 7,505.9 
R. & D...................................... 3,505.9 1,992.5 500.0 3,339.1 

The suggested level of Iundin~ will provide resources for developing ocean 

~Wr~ilni~~~~~t bi~:~~1~\ei(tty ~~~~~ota~~t~~?vide extramural support for 

Municipal Wastewater Nonenergy 
Salaries and expenses............... 6,606.0 7,169.8 5,514.8 7,158.3 
R. & D.............. ....................... 8,132.0 9,398.6 6,117.0 8,878.7 
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Salaries .............. ............... 4,969.7 5,900.4 4,256.9 5,900.4 
R. & D..... . ........................ 6,176.3 7,365.8 4,604.1 7,365.8 

The suggested level of funding would provide sufficient resources to continue 
research on toxic pollutants control and in wastewater treatment facilties and 
in removing toxics from sludge. In addition research of new processes 
development again with particular emphasis on toxics should continue. 

Industrial Wastewater Nonenergy 
Salaries and expenses 3,993.5 3,952.1 3,200.3 5,014.0 
R. & D 5,947.3 5,426.5 1,834.7 5,334.3 

Recommended changes-Technical information liaison 
Salaries .......................... .. ........ 171.3 198.4 69.9 198.4 

This level of funding will insure that there are adequate resources to 
disseminate information on industrial effluents and treatment methods to State 
and local officials. It will also provide resources to track research and 
development projects and provide a liaison with States and localities. 

Monitoring systems and quality assurance 
Salaries ............ .. 2,462.4 1,905.1 1,807.7 2,914.5 
R. & D............... 2,769.5 1,712.6 1,190.2 2,178.0 

The suggested level of resources would provide additional support for the 
research and development for trace priority pollutants in industrial discharges. 
Better data collection and analyses are needed to develop defensible protocols. 

Health effects 
Salaries ....... . 172.0 16.5 172.0 

pro~rJ~ lf~-~ouo:e f~~~is:illto su~~r~he ris~ini~:~~~~t~cesan~ec~:~i~~ 
acceptable industrial discharges in order to protect public health in downstream 
water supplies. 

Environmental engineering and technology 
Salaries ..... 1,359.8 1,194.0 1,001.2 1,194.0 
R. & D..................................... 2,921.3 3,675.9 439.5 2,921.3 

The suggested level of resources will allow EPA to launch a large research 
and development effort on developing and evaluating control technologies for 
industrial wastewaters with high toxic concentrations. 

Environmental processes and effects 
Salaries ......... .................. ........ 482.6 
R. & D ........................ .. 15.0 . 

305 535.1 
30.0 

The suggested level of funding will provide EPA adequate resources to 
identify, measure and evaluate other potentially toxic orgamc chemicals found 
in industrial effluents. This data must be of high quality to insure proper risk 
assessments. 

Water Quality State Program Management 
Salaries and expenses............... 11,721.3 7,959.8 10,974.9 18,422.4 
Abatement control and 

compliance ......................... .. 14,322.7 8,774.4 2,850.0 10,454.1 

Recommended changes-State program management 
Salaries ............ ..... .. .................. 10,668.3 6.190.3 9,661.4 16,598.1 
Abatement control and 

compliance........ 5,632.8 3,142.0 350.0 5,454.1 
This level of funding provides the resources that were reprogramed out of 

municipal source control that are necessary to adequately oversee State water 
~uality pro~rams including grants under sections 106, 205{g), 205(j), and 

tr~~im~nnt a t~it~f~g t~~~g~:~.1 fh~svi1:~el r~~u{~;Jini0 d~~ti~~~ r~~re~~~te:a~~[ 
increase in resources for this program. 

Great lakes program 
Salaries ............................. . 751.7 1,396.3 1,313.5 1,824.3 
Abatement control and 

compliance ................... 6,876.9 4,031.7 2,500.0 5,000.0 

to ~~n~~~~t~ ~~~\t~~~~sn~~t;;fd:S:~~s t~~e ~~~~~~i~n;le~r~fe&~~f:~ 
Monitoring of the Great lakes for toxics will be continued and implementation 
plans for toxics abatement will be developed. In addition, EPA will work closely 
with the States to monitor industrial and municipal discharges to insure 
compliance. 

Effluent Standards and Guidelines 
Salaries and expenses............... 5,780.4 5,165.6 4,785.5 6,727.8 
Abatement control and 

compliance.. ....................... 22,392.7 6,578.5 7,448.5 10,471.6 

Recommended changes 
The suggested level of funding represents the minimum resources necessary 

to develop and implement effective effluent guidelines. In addition to the effort 
in promulgating effluent guidelines the agency must provide extensive followup 
to a published guideline. Testing, further collection of data and cost 
effectiveness analyses must be undertaken to ensure that the effluent 
guidelines provide the necessary level of protection while still economically 
attainable. EPA must implement pretreatment standards as required under 
sections 304{g) , 307{b) and 307{c) of the Clean Water Act. This level of 
funding will provide resources necessary to assist state NPDES programs with 
implementing new effluent standards and enforcing pretreatment standards. 

Grants Assistance Programs 
Abatement control and 

compliance 97,802.3 60,700.0 40,845.6 61.440.0 

Recommended changes-Control agency resource supplementation {Sec. 106) 
Abatement control and 

compliance ........................... 51,170.7 51,200.0 40,845.6 61,440.0 
The suggested level of funding represents increased assistance for State 

water quality prowams to be used by the States for implementation of the 
"New Federalism' concept. All States will be encouraged, through the use of 
the section 106, funds to assume full delegation of EPA water quality programs 
and seek approval of the NPDES program. Funding will be focused on 
establishing the infrastructure necessary to assume more responsibility for 
water quaflty and pollution abatement under "New Federalism." Section 205 {j) 

funds will be focused on reviewing water quality standards and section 106 
funds will provide assistance for the NPDES program operations, nonpoint 
source control, pretreatment programs, monitoring, ground water management, 
and other priority programs. 

Water Quality Strategies Implementation 
Salaries and expenses..... 10,189.9 10,240.1 10,239.4 10,975.8 
Abatement control and 

compliance. .......................... 7,092.4 4,658.3 4,620.3 5,521.9 

Recommended changes-Dredge and fill 
Salaries .......................... .. .. 2,147.3 2,336.3 2,145.2 2,881.6 
Abatement control and 

compliance ...................... . 1,306.7 348.9 344.9 1,246.5 
The sumested level of funding provides resources adequate to properly 

~~~~~n~.oEPAsec~\fln ~~ti~~mil~ a~~P~~ e~~1gr~~~~~a~ i~fa~~~;!emae~Js. f\~ 
regulations, actively encourage States to assume 404 permitting authority and 
develop an effective oversight system of States that have assumed the 404 
permits program. 

Water Quality Monitoring and Analysis 
Salaries and expenses..... .......... 7,981.3 7,894.3 8.791.7 10,686.0 
Abatement control and 

compliance ................... 2,382.5 573.7 375.7 1,472.7 

Recommended changes-Ambient water quality monitoring 
Salaries .................................... 7,981.3 7,894.3 8,791.7 10,686.0 
Abatement control and 

compliance.... 2,382.5 573.7 375.7 1.472.7 
The suggested funding level provides resources to continue the development 

and implementation of toxics control strategies, particularly multi-media toxics, 
POTW toxics and increase the number of pollutants reviewed for section 
307 {a) {I). EPA should continue to provide States with assistance in setting 

~~ta~~~~~infu~~:;a~A a~~o~~ar~~~r~:t~~~h~~~~i:i~~~~i~ T~f~~m~W!~a~y~t:~ 
and the quality assurance program. 

Municipal Source Control 
Salaries and expenses.............. 28,309.1 26,661.3 
Abatement control and 

compliance ..... ... ................... 29,721.2 23,777.8 

18,267.2 I 18,267.2 

25,502.4 31,849.0 

Recommended changes-Municipal wastewater treatment facility construction 
Abatement control and 

compliance ...... 4,055.8 2,772.5 1,904.4 4,120.0 
The suggested level of funding reflects the need for extramural support for 

the municipal wastewater treatment program. Support for the development of 
the Needs Survey, assistance in the development of a compliance strategy, and 

~~rfvit~sff~r t~he ~~~~~~h~~e o~x~ra~~~~l P[~;d~m oversight strategy are priority 

Corps of Engineers 
Abatement control and 

compliance 20,810 16,232.5 17,387 21,518 
The suggested level of funding reflects the Corps of Engineers increased role 

in achieving results in the agency's highest priority areas; including completion 
and closeout of construction grants, compliance with permit limitations. 
ensuring projects are affordable and Federal funds are protected from waste, 
fraud, and abuse. These efforts are in addition to the corps activities in the 
construction, management and inspections. 

Water Quality Enforcement 
Salaries and expenses............ 15,577.1 16.109.2 13,181.0 23,040.0 
Abatement control and 

compliance 3,577.9 1,153.8 176.9 2,099.0 

Recommended changes-Water quality enforcement 
Salaries ..................... .............. ...... 13,181.0 23,040.0 
Abatement control and 

compliance ......... 176.9 2,099.0 
Suggested funding levels provide for compliance inspections each year of all 

"major sources" in States without permit programs. In addition this level will 
provide resources to support wetlands and hazardous materials spill enforce-

~~naai:is~~~~i~ill a~~~~~i~e a~~~~~~ ~~m~~fan~n stoa~R~ ~~0~i~o~~P~~ 
support of the continuous compliance strategy. 

Water Quality Permits Issuance 
Salaries and expenses............... S7,109.9 7,146.2 6,986.6 12,705.0 
Abatement control and 

compliance ........................... 4,294.0 4,314.0 3,209.9 5,314.0 

Recommended changes-Permits issuance 
Salaries ........................................ ....... .. ........................... 6,986.6 12,705.0 
Abatement control compliance..... 3,209.9 5,314.0 

Suggested level of funding will provide resources adequate to issue permits 
to all sources in States without permit programs. This funding level will provide 

r;s~~~f;n,f0;e~~r~is d!rl110~~s ~~~~tfrilog;t~;xi~d ft;~tr~fr~~n!n~r~~d~r~i 
dischargers based on newly completed effluent guidelines. 

1 Salaries were unchanged due to D.O. restructuring. See State program 
management. 

EPA DRINKING WATER PROGRAM 

Drinking Water 

R&D 

[Amounts in thousands of dollars] 

Actual 
1981 

Drinking water nonenergy: 
{S) .................................... · 7,363.9 9.782.0 9,447.2 9,996.2 

[Amounts in thousands of dollars) 

Drinking Water Actual Estimated Proposed Suffi~}ed 1981 1982 1983 

{R. & D.) 14,487.5 18,571.5 13,458.3 21,592.5 

Total {R. & D.) .... 21,481.4 28,353.5 22,905.5 31 ,588.7 

Abatement, control and compliance 
Drinking water criteria, stds 

and guidelines: 
{S) ....................... 5,027.9 5,009.8 5,540.0 6,034.3 
{A.C. & C.) ................... 3,642.4 2,391.5 2,675.7 3,642.4 

Drinking water management: 
{S) ..................................... 7,619.9 8,633.2 8,672.6 9,970.7 
{A.C. & C.) ......................... 1,013.4 750.9 0 1,077.0 

State program asst. {A.C. & 
C.) 39,421.5 37,847.5 29,100.2 38,907.5 

Total 56,725.1 54,632.9 45,988.5 59,631.9 

Enforcement 
Drinking water enforcement 

{S) ........ 738.2 844.7 856.1 3,164.6 

Enforcement Total ....... 738.2 844.7 856.1 3,164.6 

Grand Total 79,329.7 83,831.1 69,750.1 94,385.2 

DRINKING WATER PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 

Program element 

[Amounts in thousands of dollars] 

Actual 
1981 

Drinking Water Nonenergy 
Salaries and expenses........... .... 7,363.9 9,782.0 9,447.2 9,996.2 
Research and development ....... 14.487.5 18,571.5 13,458.3 21,592.5 

Recommended changes-Health effects 
Salaries ............... . 2,733.0 4,138.9 3,928.7 4,138.9 
R. & D.......... ........................... 5,555.7 6,854.8 5.198.1 8,961.3 

The suggested level of funding will provide resources to do research on the 
chronic effects of drinking water contaminants on public health. In addition, 
health risk assessments related to high priority drinking water contaminants 
will be continued as a high priority activity. 

Environmental engineering and technology 
Salaries ........ 2,751.0 3,217.3 3,153.3 3,274.1 
R. & D 7,017.9 7,560.6 3,726.4 8,039.6 

The suggested level of funding will provide resources for research 
development and evaluation of small systems. Small systems and small water 

~sup~':;e t~as\~su~nt~~~f~~n byl~~r~ki~;te~a~:r~~ch a in~~a;~;~~~~ys~~t~ 
Environmental processes and effects 

Salaries ...... . .. ..................... 818.7 1,245.3 1,078.1 1,296.1 
R. & D..... ............................... 1,538.5 3,669.6 3,679.6 3,737.4 

The suggested level of funding will provide the resources necessary to 
support research into the fate and effect of contaminants on underground 
drinking water sources. Additional funds are provided for disseminating the 
information gathered from the 5-year ground water research plan to the States 
to support the State assistance grants for sole source aquifer protection. 

Drinking Water Criteria, Standards and Guideline 
Salaries and Expenses .............. 5,027.9 5,009.8 5,540.0 6,034.3 
Abatement control and comp.... 3,642.4 2,391.5 · 2,675.7 3,642.4 

Recommended changes-Standards and regulations development 
Salaries ..................................... 5,016.6 5,009.8 5,540.0 6,034.3 
Abatement..... ........................ . 3,642 2,391.5 2,675.7 3,642.4 

The suggested level of funding will provide resources to develop toxicological 
opinions for additives to drinking water and to develop criteria for waste water 
reuse. Both of these activities have been deferred in the fiscal year 1983 
budget request. 

Drinking Water State Program Resource Assistance 
Abatement control and comp.... 39,421.5 37,847.5 29,100.2 *48,907.5 

*Includes a new program for sole source of aquifer protection. 

Recommended changes-Public water system supervision program grants 
Abatement control and comp.... 30,188.8 29.450 23,560 30,188.8 

In order to implement the "New Federalism" concept the suggested level of 
funding will provide the States with sufficient funds to insure that adequate 
infrastructure for public water system supervision is in place and that it will be 
integrated into the State's overall water quality program. 

Underground injection control program 
Abatement control and comp.... 7,218.7 6,574.5 5,540.2 7,218.7 

The suggested level of funding provides resources for EPA to actively 
encourage the remaining 10 States to assume privacy in anticipation of "New 
Federalism." In addition resources will be adequate to insure effective oversight 
of State programs. 

Special Studies and Demonstrations 
Abatement. 1,530.3 1.823.0 ..... 1.500.0 
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It is suggested that this program has not been completed and should 

continue particularly because l 0 States have not assumed primacy of the 
drinking water program. This program is useful in these states. 

Drinking Water Management 
Salaries and expenses............... 7,619.9 8,633.2 8,672.6 11,470.7 
Abatement control and comp.... 1,013.4 750.9 1,877.0 

Recommended changes-Public water systems supervision (PWS) 
Salaries ..................................... 5,935.5 5,461.0 4,698.2 5,996.3 
Abatement control and comp.... 981.0 716.4 . 1,027.0 

The suggested level of funding will provide resources suffiCient to provide 
assistance 1n nonprimacy States and Indian lands to improve monitoring and 
compliance. The proposed 1983 level discontinues this effort. The suggested 

~;,f ~ndJ~l i~ra~~ Ji~r!:~~i~u'f;g,: ;:~~\~/":001 
move into an oversight role. 

Underground injection control (UIC) 
Salaries ..................................... 1,684.4 3,172.2 3,974.4 3,974.4 
Abatement... ... 32.4 34.5 ...... 50.0 

The suggested level of funding provides additional extramural funds to 
provide support to EPA in assisting States to assume delegation of the UIC 
program. 

Drinking Water Enforcement 
Salaries and expenses............... 738.2 844.7 856.1 3,164.6 

Recommended changes-Drinking water enforcement 
Salaries ..................................... 738.2 844.7 856.1 3,164.6 

enf~~~M~~r~e:~~ ~~~d~~~ ~:~:: ci\~ ~~kll~ 11~i~~a~~ 
drinking water violations. Implementation of drinking water enforcement 
programs will be encouraged in all States with improvements initiated in 
existing State drinking water enforcement programs. 

EPA HAZARDOUS WASTE PROGRAM 
[Amounts in thousands of dollars] 

Hazardous waste Actual 
1981 BA 1982 Pr~ &:&f~3 

R&D 
Hazardous waste, non-energy: 

(S) ...................................... 4,605.4 7,942.0 11,862.0 28,937.4 
(R. & D.) ............................ _23...:...,6_95_.9_2_1:..._,54_6_.3_1...:.7,7_1_7.2 __ 41..:....,3_50_.7 

R. & D. total. .................. =28~,3=01=. 0=2::::,9:::,48=8.=3=2=9,5=7=9.2==70::::,, 2~88=.1 

Hazardous waste (A.C. & C.) 
Waste management 

~f~\:ns, guidelines, and 

(S) ...................................... 6,199.3 6,574.0 6,559.0 9,430.0 
(A.C. & C.) ......................... 14,022.1 12,358.3 17,160.0 20,300.5 

Waste management, 
strategies implementation: 
(S) ...................................... 6,974.4 
(A.C. & C.) ......................... 7,411.1 

Financial assistance 

7,185.7 11,382.9 12,003.8 
2,093.7 1,629.5 8,240.0 

(A.C. & C.) ......................... _39..:....,6_72_.4_--'-----'------'---41,700.0 35,136.6 56,664.0 

A.C. & C. total ...............• =1=01=,7=05=.1=='========= 69,911.7 71,868.0 106,638.3 

Hazardous waste 
enforcement: 

7,499.2 1,896.5 17,149.8 
328.9 -0- 11,014.2 

(S) ...................................... 9,450.2 
(A.C. & C.) ......................... _1..:....,9_41_.1 ______ _:__ 

7,828.1 1,896.5 28,164.0 Enforcementtotal ............ =1=1,=39=1.=3========== 

Hazardous waste total... .. 141 ,427.7 107,228.1 103,343.7 205,090.4 

HAZARDOUS WASTE PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 

Program 

Hazardous Waste Nonenergy 

Actual 
1981 

Salaries and expenses............... 4,605.4 7,942.0 11,862.0 28,937.4 
Research and development....... 23,695.9 21,546.3 17,717.2 41,350.7 

Recommended changes-Monitoring and quality assurance 
Salaries..................................... 1,557.9 2,966.5 3,521.2 7,896.5 
R. & D ........................ _. 7,840.2 4,272.1 3,662.1 9,073.8 

The suggested level of funding will provide resources to develop and 
implement monitoring techniques in order to establish an accurate and 
defensible data base in order to set standards and to determine the 
environmental and health effects of hazardous toxic chemicals. In addition the 
oil and hazardous spills program has been transferred into the hazardous waste 

~~~ r~~i~~~~~;es O:r :~=\~~exf~~r ~ff~~~n ~~ia~~~~ 
State and local labs for quality assurance and evaluations of groun:f!ater 
monitoring systems. 

Health effects 
Salaries ..................................... 90.9 142.4 
R. & D...................................... 37 4.0 946.7 

376.5 5,640.0 
691.9 7,250.0 
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hazardous waste. The emphasis on health effects research is vital to setting 

~~~~~s m~~ :V~~~g oJ~~i:te~0if ~I :0\~ol h~fah~~~do~:s~iste~~~ 
to be achieved in the near future. 

Environmental engineering and technology 
Salaries ..... 2,495.2 2,511.6 4,524.9 8,484.2 
R. & D....... .......................... 14,665.1 14,582.5 10,408.4 18,082.0 

tec~q;~s~~t~ve~lo~~~~nSa;~~tro~ ~;~~~~f 1~a~~u~n~a:el~~ 
addition extensive research will be undertaken to determine the effects and 
uses for landfill and surface impoundment, land treatment, and incineration. 
This effort must follow closely the health effects research as well as assist in 
the regulatory development process. 

Environmental processes and effect 
Salaries ......................... 142.0 1,603.2 2,318.2 5,795.5 
R. & D.......... .......................... 430.6 1,484.4 2,559.9 6,550.0 

me:ri~~~~~i=r~~~~~~~g s~~~tg{i~;;:~;e~!~t:.Vel~it%~~~4~J~~ 
will be expended on developing models to determine impacts on groundwater 
and various processes and effects research is vital to setting standards and 
developing technologies to provide protection from hazardouos wastes. 

Hazardous Management Regulations, Guidelines, and Policy 
Salaries and expenses............... 6,199.3 6,574.0 6,559.0 9,430.0 
Abatement, control, and 

compliance ................. ........ 14,022.1 12,358.3 17,160.0 20,300.5 

Recommended changes-Regulations, guidelines, and policies-Hazardous 
waste 

Salaries ..................................... 5,365.3 6,574.0 6,559.0 9,430.0 
A. C. & C................................. 12,773.7 12,358.3 17,160 20,300.5 

The suggested level of funding represents the consolidation of three program 
elements. This program element now includes regulations, guidelines, and policy 
development for solid waste and resources provided will allow EPA to speed ur. 
the development and promulgation of final rules for RCRA Phase I and Phase I . 
The budget submission assumes that these final rules will not. 

Financial Assistance 
Abatement, control, and 

compliance............ ............. 39,672.4 41,700.0 35,136.6 56,664 

Recommended changes 
A.C. & C....................... .......... 26,726.1 41,700.0 35,136.6 56,664 

The suggested level of funding will provide resources necessary to assist 
States in developing and implementing their hazardous waste P.rograms. Since 
regulations will become final in FY 1983 many Stales will need to be 
encouraged to seek final authorization of their programs. Other States are still 
in the early stages of developing their programs. The expanded funding is 
needed to keep States moving toward establishing hazardous waste programs 
and for providing the additional Federal assistance needed a States phase-m the 
program. 

Program Hazardous Waste Management Regulatory Strategies Implementation 
Salaries and expenses............... 6,974.4 7,187.7 11,382.9 12,003.8 
A. C. & C................................. 7,411.1 2,093.7 1,629.5 8,240.0 

Recommended changes 
The suggested level of funding represents the resources acheived through 

consolidation of the HQ and Regions program elements and to provide 
additional resources to assist States to achieve at a minimum interim 
authorization of their hazardous waste programs and encourage phase II and 
final authorization of programs. The extramural funds will provide assistance to 
the regions in evaluating hazardous waste facilities and implementing permitting 
programs in unauthorized States. 

Hazardous Waste Enforcement 
Salaries and expenses............... 9,450.2 7,499.2 1,896.5 37,149.8 
Abatement control and 

compliance ........................... 1,941.1 328.9 ..... ............... 16,014.2 

Recommended changes-Hazardous waste permit issuance 
Salaries ..................................... 3,226.3 3,775.1 .................... 8,649.3 
A. C. & C.................. 23.4 ........................................ 3,759.7 

The budget submission says that resources for this program are requested 
under two other program elements; Hazardous Waste Management Regulatory 
Strategies Implementation and Management, Guidelines and Policy. The repro
grammings are grossly insufficient to carry out the task of assisting States and 
permitting in States without permit programs. In order to complete the 
permitting program within six years, EPA will have to permit 639 facilities in 
1983 and ass1st States in achieving the same goal. The suggested level of 
resources will be adequate to achieve the FY 1983 goal. 

Hazardous waste enforcement 
Salaries..................................... 2,596.4 3,724.1 1,896.5 8,500.5 
A. C. & C. ................. 472.3 328.9 7,254.5 

The suggested level of funding will provide resources sufficient to inspect 
each regulated site once every two years as well as tracing manifests that 
show problems. This would mean that in FY '83 21,000 inspection would be 
performed. This is significantly higher than the inspections planned for in the 
'83 budget request and is basically the reason for the major increases in 
resources. This program is in the process of staffing up in that it is still a very 
new initiative at EPA. With the additional inspections the number of 
enforcement actions will increase. 

Pesticides 

R&D 

PESTICIDES PROGRAM 
[Amounts in thousands of dollars] 

Actual 
1981 BA 1982 

Pesticides research and 
development: 
(S) ...................... .... 5,606.7 5,302.1 4,360.6 5,873.2 
(R. & D.)................ 2,292.2 279.3 2,108.2 3,620.5 

Total (R. & D.) ............... =7=,8=98=.9==5=,5=81=.4==6=,4=68=.8==9~,49~3=.7 

Pesticides (A.C. & C.) 
Registration, special 

(1;st~~ti~~-- ~-o~~a-~-~-'. 12,048.6 11,939.8 11 ,842.5 
(A.C. & C.) ......................... 1,035.6 .. 

Standards setting & RPAR: 
(S) ...................................... 10,960.3 9,200.7 8,266.2 
(A.C. & C.) ......................... 17,106.6 10,968.8 11 ,570.7 

Federal and state program 
support: 
(S) ...................................... 633.3 513.7 
(A.C. & C.) ......................... 64.4 ...... ............................ 

A.C. & C. total ..... 41,848.8 32,623.0 31 ,679.4 

Enforcement: 
(S) ············ 3,949.0 4,282.1 3,670.1 
(A.C. & C.). 11 ,027.1 11,251.6 8,963.7 

Enforcement total 14,976.1 15,533.7 12,633.8 

Pesticides total ..... 64,769.8 53,738.1 50,782.0 

PESTICIDES PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 

Pesticides Research and Development 
[Amounts in thousands of dollars] 

Program element Actual 
1981 

14,211.7 
740.0 

10,794.6 
17,802.4 

513.7 
100.0 

44,162.4 

6,385.8 
14,087.4 

20,473.2 

74,129.3 

Salaries .... 
R. & D. 

5,606.7 5,302.1 4,360.6 5,873.2 
2,292.2 279.3 2,108.2 3,620.5 

Recommended changes-Health effects 
Salaries ...... 2,140.1 2,011.3 1,260.0 2,223.5 
R. & D.... 207.7 220.5 1,240.9 1,420.0 

outT~s~i~f&es!~~~l ~is!~~n1sr:e~~~at~ ~~~~~~n~~ld10st~l~ 
of human exposure to pesticides. In the budget submission the pesticide 
exposure assessments were to be significantly reduced. 

Environmental processes and effects 
Salaries .......... ........................... 2,572.3 2,339.3 2,330.9 2,880.0 
R. & D...................................... 1,918.8 .................... 616.8 1,950.0 

The suggested level of funding will provide resources to increase research 
and information on the environmental effects of pesticides with emphasis on 

~e~~~~o~rf~fo~~:,! ~~d i~ec~~~i~; !II~ :~~:l:ga~~Fa~!s :tthlf~=i 
assistance to the pesticides program at EPA and in the States. 

Registration, Special Registration and Tolerances 
Salaries ..................................... 12,048.6 11,939.8 11 ,842.5 14,211.7 
A.C. & C............... 1,035.6 .................... 740.0 

Recommended changes-Registration 
Salaries................... 7,725.4 7,782.1 7,224.6 8,594.7 
A. C. & C... . ............................ 696.8 ............................. ............ 500.0 

The suggested level of funding will provide resources suffiCient to improve 
the registration process and therefore increase the number of registrations 
reviewed over the 7,550 reviews carried out in fiscal year 1982. 

Special registration 
Salaries ..................................... 2,254.0 1,993.0 2,227.7 2,727.0 
A. C. & C................................... 273.1 ......... ........................ . 120.0 

The suggested level of funding will provide resources to insure that the 
qualliy of the various reviews will at least be maintained or improved as the 
Agency now commits to meet the statutory lime limits on these permits. 

Tolerances 
Salaries ..................................... 2,069.2 2,164.7 2,390.2 2,890.0 
A. C. & C.................. 65.7 ......... 120.0 

The suggested level of resources will assure the high quality reviews are 
maintained while meeting the statutory time limit on tolerance petitions. In 
addition the additional resources will eliminate the backlog of tolerance 
petitions. 

Standard setting and RPAR: 
Salaries ................................ 10,960.3 9,200.7 8,266.2 10,794.6 
A.C. & C.............................. 17,106.6 10,968.8 11,570.7 17,802.4 

Recommended changes-Registration standards 
Salaries ..................................... 6,063.2 4,107.6 3,689.9 5,418.1 
A.C. & C............................... 8,115.3 3,913.5 4,180.1 8,400.4 

The suggested level of funding will provide increased resources to focus on 
the registration process and on making significant progress on registration of 
existing pesticides. 
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Rebuttable presumption against registration (RPAR) reviews 

Salaries. 
A.C. & C ......................... . 

4,771.3 4,988.0 4,470.9 
8,991.3 7,055.3 7,390.6 

5,271.1 
9,402.0 

The suggested level of funding will provide additional resources to evaluate 
the RPAR process and improve the process to handle the new requests that 
will come from the registration standards program. 

Federal and State Program Support 
Salaries .... .. ............ .. ........ .. . 633.3 513.7 ............ . 513.7 
A.C. & C.. 64.4 ........ . 100.0 

Recommended changes-Pesticides use management 

thi:u;~~atl!0~~~~/[~g;!~hciJ~ ~fs~o~i~~ui~:s. fi:l lt~cia1~ 9~F ;~ 1:~l~n~~ 
government. Until State pesticide programs are fully operational in all States 
there is a need for this service at the Federal level. Information and referral 
services are vital to poison control centers and hospitals for the treatment of 
pesticide injuries. 

Pesticides Enforcement 
Salaries .......... . 3,949.0 4,282.1 3,670.1 6,385.8 
A.C. & C ...... . 11,027.1 11,251.6 8,963.7 14,087.4 

Recommended changes- Pesticides enforcement 
Salaries ............ 3,949.0 4,282.1 3,670.1 6,385.8 
A.C. & C.......... 61.8 49.7 45.3 105.0 

The suggested level of funding will grovide resources sufficient to increase 
the number of inspections to 2,50 and emphasize State enforcement 
programs. State enforcement programs must be improved and more States need 
to establish pesticides enforcement programs. 

Pesticides enforcement grants 
A.C. & C 8,013.5 8,701.9 6,918.4 11,250.0 

The suggested level of funding will be to provide EPA with the grants to 
encourage and improve state pesticides enforcement programs. This will in 
addition provide the resources to continue current monitoring activities that 
were reduced in the budget submission. 

Pesticides certification and training 
A.C. & C .. ....................... ........ 2,951.8 2,500.0 2,000.0 3,250.0 

The suggested level of funding will provide resources to the 57 State 
applicator and training programs and the Federal programs in Colorado and 
Nebraska. These certification and training programs are vital to improving State 
pesticide programs. 

EPA TOXICS PROGRAM 

[Amounts in thousands of dollars) 

R. & D. 

Chemical testing and 
assessment non-energy: 

!~~ &"ii'.'j'::::::::::::::::::::::: ::: 
R. & D. total 

Actual 
1981 

10,345.7 
19,952.5 

30,298.2 

14,236.8 
16,939.1 

31,175.9 

Abatement, control and compliance 
Toxic substances strategies: 

(S) .............................. ...... 19,177.9 18,177.2 
(A.C. & C.) ............. 39,594.9 23,537.7 

A.C. & C. total 58,772.8 41 ,714.9 

Enforcement 
Toxic substances 

enforcement: 

!~c·_ .. &"c:i 2,450.2 3,289.4 
2,568.6 1,197.6 

Enforcement total.. ............ 5,018.8 4,487.0 

Toxic total ... 94,103.8 77,377.8 

14,500.1 
12,148.7 

26,648.8 

16,926.3 
22,396.0 

39,322.3 

2,425.9 
207.0 

2,632.9 

68,604.0 

TOXICS PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 

Chemical Testing and Assessment Nonenergy 

[Amounts in thousands of dollars] 

Program element Actual BA 1982 Prfra~ 1981 

Salaries ..... .............. ........ ... ..... 10,345.7 14,236.8 14,500.1 
R. & D ......... 19,702.5 16,939.1 12,148.7 

Recommended changes-Health effects 

17,103.8 
20,686.1 

37,789.9 

19,452.8 
39,746.6 

59,199.4 

5,632.9 
3,404.9 

9,037.e 

106,027.1 

suffis~ed 

17,103.8 
20,686.1 

Salaries .. ......... 3,060.7 4,789.9 5,556.6 6,057.1 
R. & D...... ... ... ................... .... 5,396.3 5,698.1 3,455.8 5,755.3 

The suggested level of funding will provide resources to cover higher 
laboratory costs as well as the development of test guidelines and rules and 
new chemical reviews. The increase in resources is for continuing long term 
health effects research. The budget submission moves the majority of resources 
in long term research and focuses them on short term regulatory needs. This 
allows the toxics program to take an overall reduction m resources. 

Environmental engineering and technology 
Salaries .................... ................. 502.2 673.7 384.9 1,218.1 
R. & D................. 798.1 965.9 142.7 1,142.7 

The suggested level of funding will provide resources to provide technical 
support to the office of toxic substances for review of premanufacturing 

notifications. The number of these notifications is expected to increase in fiscal 
year 1983. 

Environmental processes and effects 
Salaries. ........... .... 4,862.0 6,082.9 6,239.8 7,509.8 
R. & D.. .... .. .. ...................... ... 6,658.3 4,373.0 3,189.1 6,089.0 

The suggested level of funding will provide increased resources for the 
development of predictive techniques in particular structure-activity methods. In 
addition technical assistance to the Office of Toxic substanes and the regions in 
reviews of premanufacturing notifications and additional assistance to increased 
long term research activities. 

National Center for Toxicological Research 
R. & D... 3,173.0 1,823.3 910.0 3,323.0 

The suggested level of funding provides resources to imrrove and maintain a 
long term toxics research program at EPA. The budge submission doesn't 
recognize long term toxic research as a priority. 

Salaries 
A.C. & C 

Toxic Substances Strategies 
19,177.9 18,177.2 16,926.3 19,452.8 
39,594.9 23,537.7 22,396.0 39,746.6 

Recommended changes-Testing and evaluation 
Salaries.... ............ 6,842.9 7,647.5 6,652 7,068.3 
A.C. & C 18,324.7 10,212.2 12,863 18,823.3 

The suggested level of funding will provide resources sufficient to investi~ate 
new chemicals as well as contmue an active testing program for chemtcals 
currently in use, the budget submission suggests that resources can be cut 
because industry will provide resources to do voluntary testing of these 
chemicals. It is currently not known whether industry will voluntaryily test 
chemicals. If industry does testing there will need to be an effective oversight 
system developed. This level of resources will ensure that chemical testing will 
continue at the current pace. 

Chemical control 
Salaries .... .. ................. .. ............ 4,327.1 4,782.8 4,618.0 5,090.7 
A.C. & C......... 6,558.6 5,473.9 3,718.9 6,930.0 

The suggested level of funding will provide the minimum resources necessary 
to continue doin~ risk assessments and regulatory analyses. The budget 
submission says mdustry will pick up these activities through the voluntary 
control program. It is again unknown what the industry involvement will be and 
as with any self-monitoring, self-control program an effective oversight program 
must be developed to ensure that EPA and industry are meetmg the 
requirements of TSCA. This level of resources will provide that assurance. 

TSCA information 
Salaries ....................... .............. 5,792.3 4,357.7 4,494.6 5,755.9 
A.C. & C.... 11 ,276.8 5,932.5 3,460.0 10,531.2 

nu~~r su~e~~~~~~~~c~~r~un~!~re~ 11 ~ft~~~t re:g~;W;~al0 r~~~~~~n ;~~~~ 
information offices will be under great pressure to reduce the quality of the 
reviews in order to get them completed. Premanufacture notification is only 90 
days prior to manufacturing. Therefore to maintain the quality of these reviews 
additional resources are needed. 

Toxics integration 
Salaries ............ . 
A.C. & C 

1,453.9 1,389.2 1,161.6 1,537.9 
3,262.4 1,919.1 2,353.4 3,462.1 

The suggested level of funding provides resources sufficient to provide 
increased assistance to States trying to establish toxics management programs. 
Although TSCA doesn't describe a major State role, under the "New 
Federalism" concept EPA will encourage States to develop toxics management 
~~fr;~~ec~~r~~ha~rst!~g:~ved Chemtcal Substances Information Network as 

Toxic Substances Enforcement 
Salaries ................... 2,450.2 3,289.4 2,425.9 5,632.9 
A.C. & C.. ... .. .......................... 2,568.6 1,197.6 207.0 3,404.9 

Recommended changes-Toxic substances enforcement 

~tar~sc:::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : :: : ·.. ~:~~~:~ 3 ·m:~ 2.m:~ 5,632.9 
3,404.9 

The suggested level of funding represents an increase in resources for toxics 
enforcement based on an increase in inspections and enforcement actions. The 
Toxic Substances Control Act doesn't contemplate a State role in toxics control. 
Therefore EPA must carry the responsibility for protection from toxic sub
stances. This level of funding should be sufftcient to conduct 17,000 
inspections and process an estimated 1500 enforcement actions. 

Toxic Substances Enforcement Grants 
A. C. & C.... ............ 1000.0 500.0 500.0 

The suggested level of funding will be sufficient to continue the pilot State 
grant program for model chemical control programs.e 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I hope 
that Members of the Senate will real
ize that without this money, what we 
are saying is that we are going to be 
repealing, de facto repealing, the envi
ronmental laws that we have worked 
over a generation to build up. 

I am pleased and proud to be joined 
in this amendment by my distin
guished colleague from across Lake 
Champlain, the distinguished Senator 
from New York. 

Mr. President, I yield to him. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from New York is recognized. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, 
only a Vermonter could be so gracious 
at this hour of the morning. Yet here 
we are with the distinguished assistant 
manager of the legislation, our friend 
from Idaho. It is perhaps not the 
worst thing that representatives of 
three States that have been more than 
normally sensitive to environmental 
issues, having more than normally at
tractive environments to be sensitive 
about, should be here on the floor this 
morning. 

Mr. President, I am joining my dis
tinguished colleague and friend <Mr. 
LEAHY) in cosponsoring this amend
ment because, as with many members 
of the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works, I have grown concerned 
that the Environmental Protection 
Agency is not being supported at the 
level which enables it to carry out the 
Nation's environmental laws. I am also 
concerned that, contrary to an argu
ment which I have had occasion to 
present on this floor on more than one 
subject-that budgetary reductions are 
being made in programs on the 
grounds that the programs do not 
need the money or that, in some way 
or another, it is something internal to 
the program that makes the reduction 
necessary <as the case of the $40 bil
lion that was contemplated in social 
security reductions) here, we are 
seeing a pattern in which opposition 
to a particular program occasions the 
call for reductions in its support. 

In the first set of cases, there is no 
particular opposition as such to the 
program, or no necessary one. 

What is sought are revenues to 
offset the largest deficits in peacetime 
history in the United States, the con
sequences of a failed economic policy, 
which have to be mitigated and to 
some extent covered up by cutting pro
grams here and there and elsewhere in 
order simply to obtain resources. 

Mr. President, I have grown con
cerned, I think my friend from Ver
mont has grown concerned, that what 
we see in the environmental program 
of the country right now is the repeal 
of legislation by the denial of funds. If 
you do not have money to enforce the 
toxic waste program, the drinking 
water program, the clean air program, 
then you might as well not have those 
acts; you have in effect repealed them, 
and that is our concern here and that 
is what brings us to the floor at this 
hour. 

The Senator from Vermont has ex
plained in some detail the justification 
for adding $248 million in budget au
thority to the Environmental Protec
tion Agency for fiscal 1983 for the op
erating budget. That is $98 million for 
the Agency's hazardous waste pro
gram, $40 million for the water pro
gram, $39 million for the air program, 
$29 million for the toxics program, $23 
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million for the drinking water pro
gram, and $20 million for pesticides. 

I would like to speak with particular 
concern to the issue of the Superfund. 
This legislation passed only by the last 
Congress and at the last hours of that 
Congress. It is surely fair to say that it 
came about in the aftermath of the 
discovery of the toxic chemical waste 
dump to Love Canal in Niagara Falls, 
N.Y. 

The Environment and Public Works 
Committee, of which I am a member 
led the efforts to bring about some 
comprehensive Federal response 
mechanism to deal with abandoned 
hazardous waste dumpsites, and I 
think it is fair to say that I was one of 
the principal persons involved. 

Mr. President, the question of water
borne toxic substances is becoming to 
this age of chemistry what, until the 
last century, had been the problem of 
waterborne bacteria a problem occur
ing throughout the history of dense 
human settlement. It is only in the 
19th century that such diseases as 
cholera were finally eliminated, and 
late in the 19th century the discovery 
that they were waterborne diseases 
and that water could be made clean. 

In the 20th century there has been 
an enormous expansion of the field of 
chemistry, and only slowly the discov
ery that chemical compounds used for 
wholly different purposes, having 
nothing to do with human consump
tion, could in fact be deadly or at least 
dangerous to an unacceptable degree. 
For example, the PCB's, which were 
developed as an insulation, collant in 
effect, for electric motors, turned out 
to be a harmful contaminant adversely 
affecting a major portion of the 
Hudson River. Learning that water
borne toxic wastes are the problem 
they are, we in the Environment and 
Public Works Committee faced the 
question of how to develop a Federal 
response mechanism. 

One of the basic difficulties was to 
find who was responsible for the de
posit of the toxic waste, who was, as 
my friend from Vermont has said, the 
midnight dumper. The very designa
tion suggests you do not know. Who 
buried the drums now disintegrated in 
a dumpsite and seeping miles and 
miles away? Where is the dumpsite in 
the first place if all you detect is the 
seepage and its toxic content? What of 
the firms who have gone out of busi
ness, who can be identified but are not 
there? What if the persons or corpora
tions which might be responsible but 
do not admit responsibility or do not 
have sufficient resources to pay claims 
rendered against them? Will litigation 
be required? 

These are difficult questions and le
gitimate ones. We do not want a coun
try in which people can be found in 
dereliction of some rule and held ac
countable without any due process. In 
many cases the events involved were 

not derelictions at the time, and cer
tainly in many cases there was no 
intent to harm. 

Yesterday in our committee we were 
holding hearing! on toxic wastes, 
having to do with the problem of sole 
source aquifers for clean drinking 
water. The county executive of the 
county of Suffolk, which is the eastern 
county of Long Island, made the strik
ingly important point that the drink
ing water that is now being pumped 
from wells in that county fell as rain 
50 years ago. It took 50 years to make 
its way down into the aquifer before 
being pumped up, and when toxic com
pounds appear in such an aquifer
they have not in eastern Long Island, 
and it is our purpose that they should 
not-who is to know what happened 50 
years ago and where to trace responsi
bility. 

The point of the Superfund was that 
we would clean up first and ask ques
tions afterward. We would impose a 
small tax on a limited number of toxic 
chemicals produced in this country by 
a relatively small number of firms-in 
the range of 1,000-a tax that can be 
collected efficiently. It goes into a 
trust fund, and this fund is there to 
clean up hazardous waste sites or 
spills, for dealing with situations 
where nobody could be found account
able or where there is a question of ac
countability but it would have to be 
litigated. We clean up first, ask ques
tions and take cases later. 

The money is assigned to this pur
pose. It can be used for no other pur
pose, like the highway trust fund. 

The Office of Management and 
Budget indicates that there will be ap
proximately $582 million in the Super
fund Trust Fund available to be spent 
during fiscal 1983. That money is 
there. That is the only program it can 
be used for. The administration asks 
that about half that amount, $230 mil
lion, be made available in budget au
thority for fiscal 1983. That, it is esti
mated, would result in 197 sites and/or 
spills receiving direct financial assist
ance. This is some one-quarter more 
than would be the case if the funding 
were held at the 1982 levels. 

The situation is that the administra
tion's request is not even being hon
ored. The budget resolution we are 
now considering simply continues Su
perfund at the 1982 level. The Com
mittee on Environment and Public 
Works recommended increasing the 
administration's $230 million request 
for the Superfund by $20 million to 
insure that the Department of Health 
and Human Services and the Depart
ment of Justice receive adequate allo
cations from EPA to carry out their 
respective responsibilities under the 
law. EPA has to investigate. The Jus
tice Department has to litigate. HHS 
has to perform health studies. 

However, Mr. President, that has not 
been the judgment of the closed 

groups that reached the final figures 
that are before us in the concurrent 
resolution on the budget. Had those 
groups been open, they would have 
heard from us in this matter. They 
would have heard from us in the 
matter of the Superfund and not less 
with respect to the large panoply of 
EPA responsibilities. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York should take 
notice that the proponents of the 
amendment have less than 1 minute 
remaining. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank the distin
guished Senator from Washington for 
so informing me, and I happily yield 
to the Senator from Vermont. I had 
concluded my remarks anyway. 
e Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to support this amendment to 
assure that the Environmental Protec
tion Agency in general, and the Super
fund program in particular, are funded 
at an effective level. 

We cannot stand idly by and watch 
the progress of the past two decades in 
protecting our environment come to a 
sudden halt. That is exactly what is 
happening as the result of the crip
pling budget cuts being proposed for 
the Environmental Protection Agency. 

The need for adequate resources for 
EPA is especially critical in light of 
the expanded regulatory and enforce
ment responsibilities which Congress 
has given the Agency in the Toxic 
Substances ·control Act, the Super
fund Act, and the Resource Conserva
tion and Recovery Act, among others. 

Under the Toxic Substances Control 
Act, EPA is required to review and 
control, when necessary, 55,000 exist
ing chemicals and approximately 1,000 
new chemicals introduced each year. 
Congress also ordered EPA to regulate 
over 42 million tons of hazardous 
waste from initial shipment through 
permanent disposal. Finally, Congress 
enacted the Superfund law, which 
gives EPA responsibility for cleaning 
up hazardous waste dumpsites. These 
new authorities for regulation to toxic 
pollutants go far beyond EPA's tradi
tional jurisdiction of clean air, clean 
water, and safe drinking water, and ef
fectively double its workload for the 
period covered by this budget resolu
tion. 

This amendment provides for essen
tial increases in the EPA operating 
budget for programs in the areas of air 
and water quality, drinking water pro
tection, hazardous wastes, pesticides 
and toxic pollutants. The additional 
funds will enable the Agency to carry 
out research and monitoring necessary 
to establish a sound foundation for 
regulatory efforts, and to enforce pol
lution statutes in a manner that as
sures prompt attention to environmen
tal problems. 

The amendment calls for a $250 mil
lion budget for the Superfund pro-
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gram in 1983, rather than the $190 
million that would be allocated if we 
freeze at fiscal year 1982 budget levels. 
The increase over 1982 levels is justi
fied for several reasons. 

There is no question that the im
proper disposal of hazardous waste is 
one of our Nation's most serious envi
ronmental problems. The Environmen
tal Protection Agency estimates that 
as many as 30,000 dumpsites nation
wide may pose significant health prob
lems to the public. Millions of Ameri
cans are exposed each day to poten
tially serious health effects as the 
result of improper disposal of hazard
ous waste. 

Congress enacted legislation in 1980 
creating a Superfund to finance clean
up of abandoned hazardous waste 
dumpsites. The Superfund law pro
vides ample revenues for Superfund in 
the form of an environmental tax on 
industry. It is essential that Congress 
appropriate enough of these revenues 
to get the cleanup job done, and done 
quickly. 

The Environment and Public Works 
Committee, after a careful examina
tion of the need for cleanup funds and 
the ability of EPA to expend the funds 
in a responsible manner during 1983, 
recommended the $250 million con
tained in this amendment. Further, 
the administration requested $230 mil
lion for Superfund for 1983. This 
amendment includes an additional $20 
million over the administration re
quest that would be transferred to the 
Department of Justice and Health and 
Human Services for conducting en
forcement actions and indepth health 
studies. 

Unfortunately, I am only too aware 
of the serious need for health studies 
because of the hazardous waste prob
lems in Massachusetts. The lack of re
liable health data has contributed to 
widespread public fear and confusion 
over the risks that hazardous waste 
disposal sites pose to human health. 

We can all understand and sympa
thize with the emotions that are 
aroused when a community must deal 
with the human tragedy of an unusu
ally high incidence of cancer, or other 
serious, irreversible illnesses. We need 
comprehensive, thorough health stud
ies to identify the health dangers at
tributable to hazardous waste disposal 
sites and to establish public confidence 
in the Government's ability and desire 
to protect them from these dangers. 

The additional funds for Superfund 
in 1983 are especially important be
cause the national priority list which 
establishes candidates for Superfund 
cleanup will be completed by EPA this 
fall. This list will more than triple the 
number of sites at which EPA must 
begin work to evaluate the hazardous 
waste problem and devise a remedy. 

It is extremely important to keep in 
mind that our appropriation for Su
perfund does not come from general 

revenues. Close to $600 million will be 
on deposit in Superfund in 1983 from 
the environmental tax. These reve
nues have been collected specifically 
to clean up hazardous wastes, and the 
money should be expended for that 
purpose. Adoption of the amendment 
will leave more than $300 million in 
the fund for cleanup in future years. I 
urge that this amendment be adopt
ed.e 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
must oppose this amendment. The 
amendment provides $308 million in 
budget authority more for EPA-$248 
million for its operating budget and 
$60 million for Superfund-than is as
sumed in the budget resolution. Under 
the budget resolution, EPA, as well as 
most other discretionary programs, is 
assumed to be funded at the fiscal 
year 1982 level. 

As a member of the Environment 
and Public Works Committee, I have 
been as supportive as anyone in insur
ing that EPA continues to protect our 
environment. But the Chair knows as 
well as I do that more money does not 
necessarily mean that they can do the 
job better. There is always a question 
as to exactly how much is enough to 
do what needs to be done. As a 
member of EPA's Senate authorizing 
committee, I joined in its recommen
dation that EPA's operating budget be 
held at the fiscal year 1982 level. That 
recommendation provides $125 million 
more for EPA than the President re
quests for fiscal year 1983. As you 
know, the approach of holding discre
tionary spending to fiscal year 1982 
levels in the budget resolution pro
vides more for these programs than 
they would receive if the President's 
budget were agreed to. We took that 
approach because we felt that most of 
these programs were cut about as 
much as they should be cut in last 
year's budget. 

In any case, Mr. President, adding 
more money for the EPA in this 
budget resolution is not going to 
insure that EPA actually gets it. As is 
true with every single discretionary 
program in this budget, the Appro
priations Committee and the full 
Senate will have the final say. That is 
as it should be. 

That applies to the additional fund
ing sought for Superfund in this 
amendment as well. While the fund is 
primarily made up of collections from 
excise taxes on chemicals and oil and 
is a dedicated trust fund, it is still sub
ject to appropriations. Adding money 
for it here will not guarantee that it 
gets it in the end. 

I repeat that the budget resolution 
assumptions-and they are only that, 
assumptions-for EPA overall provides 
more for the Agency than is requested 
by the President. I know that the Ap
propriations Committee will exercise 
good judgment in allocating its cross
walk funding among the subcommit-

tees and will increase or decrease pro
grams as it deems necessary. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, as 
the Senate considers the first concur
rent budget resolution and the Envi
ronmental Protection Agency's operat
ing budget in particular, I believe that 
it is useful to consider what this 
budget means in terms of a State's 
ability to carry out environmental pol
lution control programs. One group, 
the Coordinating Committee on Pesti
cides and Toxics based in Albany, 
Calif., has analyzed the impacts the 
Reagan administration fiscal year 
1982-83 budget cuts would have on 
California pollution control programs. 
Not surprisingly the report concludes 
that it will be easier to pollute and 
harder to enforce pollution control. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that portions of the report appear 
in the REcORD immediately following 
my remarks. 

I am pleased to cosponsor the 
amendment offered by my colleagues 
Senators LEAHY and MOYNIHAN. It is a 
modest and vital effort to limit the 
setbacks in our control of hazardous 
wastes and toxic pollutants and clean
up of existing waste sites. Mr. Presi
dent, I urge adoption of the amend
ment. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
PROJECTED IMPACTS OF EPA BUDGET CUTS ON 

CALIFORNIA POLLUTION CONTROL PROGRAMS 
FOR FISCAL 1982-83 

INTRODUCTION 
The effects of the EPA budget cuts on 

California can be described in one sentence. 
" It will be easier to pollute, and harder to 
enforce pollution control." Enforcement ac
tions are based on regulations and on moni
toring data. The regulations are developed 
from research. With major EPA cuts in 
monitoring, staff, and research monies, 
delays in promulgation of regulations are in
evitable, and monitoring data, already 
deemed inadequate, will diminish. Field in
spections, also currently insufficient in 
every state agency dealing with pollution 
and within EPA, will be cut. We therefore 
project fewer enforcement proceedings in 
California as a direct result of EPA budget 
cuts. It seems clear that, should you go to 
court against an environmental polluter 
without monitoring data or regulatory 
standards sufficient to uphold your claim, 
you will not prevail. 

"We were hopelessly behind anyway", one 
EPA staffer said. "The budget cuts will just 
add deadlines we will miss to the deadlines 
we've already missed. The agency response 
will probably be to rewrite or eliminate 
deadlines." 

CLEAN AIR 
"The Air Resources Board has primary re

sponsibility for protecting air quality in 
California. This responsibility includes es
tablishment of ambient air quality stand
ards for specific pollutants, evaluation of 
standards adopted by the EPA, and develop
ment and implementation of the State Im
plementation Plan for the attainment and 
the maintenance of these standards. The 
plan includes emission limitations for vehic-
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ular and industrial sources established by 
the Board and local air pollution control dis
tricts."-Governor's Budget Proposal, 1982-
83, Resources Section, p. 52. 

With the responsibility for administration 
of the Clean Air Act in California, the Air 
Resources Board has a budget of $55 million 
for fiscal 1981, and the same for fiscal 1982. 
Of this, 2.38 million came from the EPA in 
fiscal 1981, which includes the EPA grant 
for that year and carry-over money from 
the previous year. The EPA grant to the 
state in fiscal 1982 is 1.85 million dollars, 
and the total EPA money available to the 
ARB in this fiscal year is 1.93 million dol
lars. For fiscal 1983, the EPA grant is pro
jected to be 1.8 million dollars, and the total 
available EPA money will be $2,167,000 at 
best current estimate. The 18 percent cut in 
the grant, amounting to half a million dol
lars, may appear insignificant; however it 
represents a potential loss of eleven posi
tions, during the period in which additional 
tasks are being described. The new tasks are 
focussed on the control of toxic substances 
in the air, with 7 positions asked for, and in 
the study of acid rain in California, with 4 
positions requested. These are, of course, 
the areas in which we have the least infor
mation and the most pressing need for new 
information. 

In addition to the cuts at the state level, 
research on air quality which directly af
fects California will be cut in fiscal 1983 by 
a minimum of $17 million by EPA. These 
cuts will hurt us for the next decade for two 
reasons. One is, of course, that research is 
the basis of regulations, but more signifi
cantly, air pollution causes billions of dol
lars of damage to crops, buildings, and 
human health every year. Without re
search, we will be forced to make regulatory 
decisions with an inadequate information 
base, which can only impact the 23 million 
people of California detrimentally. 

Local air quality management districts are 
more dependent on federal money for their 
pollution control responsibilities than is the 
Air Resources Board. The local districts are 
direct recipients of EPA grants. The follow
ing chart shows the effects of 20 percent 
budget cuts in EPA money to local air dis
tricts in California. 

Fiscal year-

Air district Total 
budget 

~~,:~_::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: $9,~~:~~ 
Kern ............................................ 900,000 
Monterey..................................... 600,000 
Sacramento................................. 800,000 

~~t~i~~~tiaia ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 3
' ~~~:~~~ 

South coast (includes los 

Ven~~~!. ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 2 1 :~~:: 

1981 
grant 

669,000 
190,000 
112,000 
80,000 

161 ,000 
538,000 

92,000 

1.488,000 
179,000 

Source: Air Resources Board, State of California. 

1982 
grant 

1983 
project

ed 
grant 

535,200 428,200 
152,000 212,600 
90,000 72,000 
64,000 51,200 

129,000 103,200 
430,000 344,000 

74,000 59,200 

1,191,000 952,800 
143,000 114,400 

Note--Total loss to districts from fiscal year 1981 to fiscal year 1982: 
$700,800. Total projected loss from fiscal year 1982 to fiscal year 1983: 
$561 ,600. 

CLEAN WATER 

The loss of EPA funding will have a devas
tating effect on California. The decrease in 
construction grants effectively stops indus
trial, commercial and residential develop
ment from proceeding in the state, and crip
ples the regulatory program. The State 
Water Board is facing a $1.9 million short
fall in fiscal year 1983, and will probably lay 

off 80 people in July 1982; and perhaps an
other 50 personnel next year. There are 
hundreds of projects which request or re
quire sewage treatment construction, either 
for increased use or to correct present 
health hazards. The list of projects far ex
ceeds the available funds, and there will be 
no list of projects generated in 1982, as the 
extant list is already too large. While en
forceable requirements of the Clean Water 
Act will not be cut, water pollution control, 
especially with respect to toxics in the water 
and smaller communities seeking to grow in 
no-urban areas will be hurt. The loss of per
sonnel directly affects the state's ability to 
write waste discharge requirements, and to 
inspect and enforce water pollution control 
facilities and sources. Investigations of in
dustrial, toxic, and pesticide pollution of the 
state's water will be cut. The identification 
of problem areas is currently inadequate, 
and cannot improve under the current 
budget. There may not be funds sufficient 
to complete the San Francisco sewer 
project. A projected 20 percent cut in 106 
grants for research and monitoring will but 
the state's ability to do enforcement against 
water polluters. Each of the above state
ments has been made, more than once, by 
staff of the State Water Resources control 
Board. 

California gets EPA money for clean 
water and wastewater construction grants 
under a complicated formulaic process. In 
fiscal year 1981, Congress appropriated $3.4 
billion nationwide for construction grants. 
California's share was based on 7.841 per
cent, or $266,594,000. Out of this, $7,841,000 
is set aside for administration of the Clean 
Water grant program. This represents 4 per
cent of the authorized $5 billion in this pro
gram. In addition, the state received "106" 
grants, for water pollution control, and adi
tional funds for urban runoff, planning, un
derground injection, Bay-Delta investiga
tions, and other concerns. There's an enor
mous amount of money involved. With the 
exception of construction grants, of which 
the federal government pays 75 percent and 
state and local governments pay 12.5 per
cent each, the highest fraction of the funds 
involved in water pollution control come 
from the state. When the EPA gave $3 mil
lion for a water pollution control grant, the 
state's share was $10 million. Where the 
federal input has been $12 million, the 
state's portion has been closer to $24 mil
lion. The following chart shows the break
downs of clean water programs and funding. 
It is helpful to bear in mind that these fig
ures are based on the assumption that Con
gress will continue to fund construction 
grants at $2.4 billion in Fiscal Year 1983. 

The basic grant to California in Fiscal 
Year 1981 was $7,841,009. Actual expendi
tures were $6,667,000. This is the 205g 
grant. The same grant in Fiscal Year 1982 is 
$7,751,996, and it is so far stalled, and may 
not be granted. The projection for Fiscal 
Year 1983 is $7,495,000. 

Grant 
1981 

~~~ : -···· !:!11:1 U.S. Army Corps staff on loan to Califor-
nia ............................................................ 109,000 

Minority business grants............................... 0 
Bay-Delta program........................................ 0 

• Will be 0. 
Source: State Water Resources Control Board. 

Fiscal year-

1982 

3,276,000 
7,251,976 
1,589,000 

606,386 
282,000 

1,207,000 
0 

100,000 

1983 
projected 

2,555,000 
7,495,000 
1 644,000 

308,000 
231 ,000 

988,000 
375,000 

0 

HAZARDOUS WASTE 

Congress passed the Resource Conserva
tion Recovery Act <RCRA) in 1976 to deal 
with the immense problem of hazardous 
waste in the United States. While Califor
nia's hazardous waste management plan is 
acknowledged to be the nation's best, our 
job is by no means completed, and the state 
Department of Health Services continues to 
expand its workload in response to the 
growing size, nature and knowledge of the 
hazardous waste load in California. 

The tasks of the department <DHS) rela
tive to hazardous waste are immense. A look 
at the listings in the current budget propos
al is educational. Some budget breakdowns 
are also informative. Last year, FY81, DHS' 
budget for toxics, which includes hazardous 
waste and hazardous waste research, was 
$14,685,000. The federal EPA grant was 
$2,376,000. In FY82, the DHS budget for 
toxics is $16,014,000. The EPA grant is 
$3,301,389. In FY83, the department is 
asking for $27,600,000 for toxics, which will 
include greatly expanded tasks. The project
ed EPA grant is $2,819,000. 

The EPA grants are for ongoing hazard
ous waste monitoring, permitting, and en
forcement; for developmental programs in 
response to additional legislative mandates; 
and for support programs, including new 
technology, public participation, siting deci
sion-making, etc. In FY81, the grant was 
limited to development of the state's inter
im authorization plan under RCRA, and al
lowed for permits, surveillance, and enforce
ment. These aspects of the state's program 
will not be touched by loss of federal funds. 
However, it is interesting to note that the 
state has no mandate under RCRA to iden
tify generators of hazardous waste. DHS 
has been receiving notification from EPA of 
such generators in California. Some 7- or 
8,000 such generators have been identified, 
and the state will now have to take upon 
itself the responsibility for further identifi
cation of generators, if the EPA, with re
duced staff, cannot accomplish the job. 

The EPA budget cuts will probably come 
out of the public participation program, for 
which an 8-person office has been asked, 
out of the alternative technology develop
ment program, and out of country contracts 
for enforcement. This comes at the same 
time that the state is expanding these pro
grams by more than 100 person-years, to 
meet the growing workload. 

The Department of Health Services has 
not requested all the inspectors for monitor
ing and enforcement they need to meet 
their goals. They expect to meet their in
spection goals for hazardous waste facilities, 
but not for. generators or haulers. This year, 
one inspector inspected 13 major facilities 
and 32 minor facilities. Next year, it is ex
pected that an inspector will handle 45 
major facilities and 50 minor ones. Clearly, 
the department will be understaffed to do 
the most minimal necessary part of the job. 

TOXIC SUBSTANCES 

In 1976, Congress passed the Toxic Sub
stances Control Act <TSCA) to identify 
toxic chemicals and protect the public from 
those compounds which are a public health 
hazard. It requires of EPA a pre-market 
review of new chemicals, and a review of all 
chemicals already in use, with regulation of 
those which pose "unreasonable risk" to the 
public health and safety. The compound 
most widely known which falls under this 
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law is PCB-polychlorinated biphenyls. In 
order to deal with PCB's alone, EPA has re
quired the ban of further manufacture, lo
cation of PCB's in equipment such as trans
formers nationwide, safe storage until de
struction, and the identification of safe in
cineration facilities. 

In California, numerous incidents involv
ing PCB's have occurred. The state Depart
ment of Health Services has budgeted 
$5,800,000 for FY 83 for PCB's alone, and in 
FY 82 the legislature appropriated $3.6 mil
lion to remove leaking PCB equipment from 
state-owned facilities, according to the state 
budget. The current EPA grant to Califor
nia for monitoring of compliance with PCB 
regulations is $299,746. This is a 15-month 
pilot grant, made to five states, one of 
which is California. The pilots are being 
dropped by EPA. 

EPA estimates that there are several mil
lion pounds of PCB's in Region IX, which 
includes California, to be disposed of at a 
rate of 670,000 pounds per year over the 
next decade. Solids contaminated with 
PCB's can be as much as 10 times that 
amount, or more than 6 million pounds/er 
year. Currently, there are no facilitie in 
California for the disposal of liquid PCB's 
and one landfill has been approved for re
ceiving them. 

The EPA grant is supposed to: 
Allow increased monitoring of spill clean

up, 
Expand the spill notification program, 
Increase surveillance of industrial areas 

for PCB's, and 
Do sampling and analyses and take en

forcement actions in cases involving PCB's. 
The Department of Health Services is to 

conduct 169 investigations and take 585 
samples of contaminated soils and spills 
under the grant. The Department is also to 
develop and conduct spill and disposal moni
toring with major PCB users, such as utili
ties, under this grant. 

PESTICIDES 
The major industry of California is agri

culture. The California Department of Food 
and Agriculture has the responsibility for 
enforcement of pesticide regulations, affect
ing the lives, health and safety of millions 
of Americans, including the consumers of 
California-grown food. In enforcement of 
pesticide regulations, California's laws are 
more stringent than the federal law, the 
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenti
cide Act <FIFRA). 

The current CDFA regulatory budget is 
$10,242,683 <FY82). EPA's contribution is 
for pesticide enforcement. The EPA grant is 
$540,500, down from the prior fiscal year 
grant of $640,500. The federal grants have 
been higher in the past, and have been as 
high as $1.5 million. Current projections in
dicate that the grant will fall to $500,000 in 
FY83. By contrast, CDFA is proposing a $16 
million program increase for pest preven
tion and detection, according to the current 
Governor's budget proposal. 

Last year's EPA grant was to go to the fol
lowing tasks: 

2,509-Urban pesticide use inspections. 
167-Pesticide producer establishment in

spections. 
247-Pesticide producer establishment 

samples. 
3,438-Market surveillance and inspec-

tions. 
1,323-Market samples. 
97-Dealer inspections. 
9-Pesticide import samples. 
2-Experimental pesticide use permits. 
29-Special requests from EPA. 

This year's EPA grant is to go to the fol
lowing tasks: 

1,600-Urban pesticide use inspections. 
!50-Pesticide producer establishment in

spections. 
200-Pesticide producer establishment 

samples. 
0-Market inspections. 
0-Market samples. 
0-Dealer inspections. 
Up to 20 pesticide import samples. 
Up to 20 experimental pesticide use per

mits. 
An undetermined number of special re

quests from EPA. 
The market and dealer inspections and 

samples have been dropped from the grant. 
The rationale is apparently that the state 
has a solid and ongoing program which does 
not require federal funding. 

(The name of Mr. MITCHELL was 
added as a cosponsor of the amend
ment No. 1488.) 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry. Have the yeas and 
nays been ordered on this amend
ment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
yeas and nays have not been ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. LEAHY. If we have any time re

maining, I reserve it. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator has 21 seconds. 
Mr. LEAHY. I yield it back. 
Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I yield 

back the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the vote on this 
amendment will be postponed until 11 
o'clock. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, a fur
ther parliamentary inquiry. 

Am I correct in my understanding 
that whatever votes are stacked be
tween now and 11, this would be the 
first item to be voted upon at 11 
o'clock? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. LEAHY. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the time for 
the quorum call I am about to request 
be charged equally against both sides, 
on the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SYMMS. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CoHEN). The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
RoTH). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 970 

<Purpose: Reduce the budget deficits for 
fiscal years 1982, 1983, 1984, and 1985 by 
reducing budget authority and outlays for 
function 150) 
Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I 

have an amendment which will save 
some money for the taxpayers. 

While we have cut almost all domes
tic programs, in fact, it is hard to find 
a domestic program that has not been 
cut, foreign aid spending keeps going 
up. It keeps getting increased. The 
programs covered by our foreign aid 
budget have not been cut and are not 
cut in this budget resolution. If we 
would adopt the budget resolution as 
presented to us, it would increase the 
amount for foreign aid under function 
150, $400 million this year and in
crease it slightly over $1 billion in 
each of the fiscal years 1983, 1984, and · 
1985. 

I believe it is necessary to offer an 
amendment to correct that. 

Mr. President, I send an amendment 
to the desk on behalf of myself and 
Senator DECONCINI and ask for its im
mediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Montana <Mr. MEL

CHER), for himself and Mr. DECONCINI, pro
poses an unprinted amendment numbered 
970: 

On page 2, line 17, strike 
"$777,600,000,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
"$777,100,000,000". 

On page 2, line 18, strike 
"$835,300,000,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
"$830,800,000,000". 

On page 2, line 19, strike 
"$897,000,000,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
"$892,000,000,000". 

On page 2, line 20, strike 
"$972,800,000,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
"$987 ,800,000,000". 

On page 2, line 23, strike 
"$740,700,000,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
"$7 40,300,000,000". 

On page 2, line 24, strike 
"$783,600,000,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
"$781,500,000,000". 

On page 2, line 25, strike 
"$832,300,000,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
"$830,000,000,000". 

On page 3, line 1, strike "$889,400,000,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof 
"$887 ,200,000,000". 

On page 3, line 5, strike "$117,700,000,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof 
"$117,300,000,000". 

On page 3, line 6, strike "$115,400,000,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof 
"$113,300,000,000". 

On page 3, line 7, strike "$91,300,000,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$89,000,000,000". 

On page 3, line 8, strike "$64,400,000,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$62,200,000,000". 

On page 6, line 2, strike "$16,800,000,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$16,300,000,000". 

On page 6, line 10, strike "$16,200,000,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$11,700,000,000". 

On page 6, line 19, strike "$16,700,000,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$11,700,000,000". 

On page 6, line 22, strike "$21,000,000,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$16,000,000,000". 

On page 6, line 2, strike "$11,400,000,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$11,000,000,000". 
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On page 6, line 11, strike " $12,000,000,000" 

and insert in lieu thereof " $10,000,000,000" . 
On page 6, line 20, strike "$12,300,000,000" 

and insert in lieu thereof "$10,000,000,000". 
On page 6, line 23, strike " $12,200,000,000" 

and insert in lieu thereof "$10,000,000,000" . 
Between lines 23 and 24 on page 6, add the 

following: 
"Not withstanding any of the budgetary 

limits placed on function 150, the United 
States shall continue to meet the financial 
commitments made to Israel and Egypt in 
conjunction with the Camp David Accords." 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, as is 
necessary in amending a budget reso
lution, my amendment strikes figures 
in a number of places on the various 
pages of the concurrent resolution. I 
will tell you very briefly, after having 
had all those numbers read, that this 
amendment by Senator DECONCINI 
and myself cuts function 150 as fol
lows, and this will be much simpler 
than trying to decipher what has been 
read from the amendment. 

For fiscal year 1982, the budget au
thority for function 150 is cut $500 
million, and the budget outlay $400 
million. 

For 1983, the budget authority is cut 
$4.5 billion, and the budget outlay or 
the spending is cut $2.1 billion. 

For 1984, the budget authority is cut 
$5 billion, and the budget outlay or 
spending is cut $2.3 billion. 

For 1985, the budget authority is cut 
$5 billion, and the budget outlay or 
spending is cut $2.2 billion. 

Lastly, the amendment requires that 
in function 150, for the fiscal year in
volved, the United States shall contin
ue to meet financial commitment 
made to Isreal and Egypt in conjunc
tion with the Camp David accords. 

Mr. President, we have had pious 
pronouncements flowing out of Con
gress, both bodies, that the budget res
olution, if adopted, will lead to declin
ing interest rates by holding down 
spending and allow an economic recov
ery program to start occurring some
time this fiscal year. But it is not at all 
clear or conclusive that, with adoption 
of this budget resolution before the 
Senate now, that will be the case. The 
budget projects an additional increase 
in Federal deficit for this fiscal year 
over and above what was projected 
when we started in the fiscal year. 
Even with the reductions that the 
Budget Committee has trimmed out of 
the President's budget, the CBO 
projects that we shall end up with a 
budget deficit in this current fiscal 
year of more than $117 billion. 

I do not concur that there is any 
likelihood that adoption of this budget 
as it is presented to us for this fiscal 
year would give us any encouragement 
that we are headed toward economic 
recovery, that interest rates will come 
down, and that we can find people 
going back to work and the entire eco
nomic activity of the country picking 
up. We have taken a backward step in 
this particular area, function 150-for-

eign aid-by adding $400 million for 
fiscal year 1982 if we were to adopt the 
Senate Budget Committee's recom
mendation. That adds to the 1982 defi
cit, of course. 

Mr. President, it is proposed that the 
$400 million will cover an additional 
program that the President envisions. 
We have still remaining unspent and 
unobligated as of today we are advised, 
somewhere around $850 million in the 
various agencies that handle oper
ations that are covered in this func
tion. 

What is the $400 million proposed 
for? It is for the Caribbean, including 
$128 million for El Salvador. 

Whether this additional foreign aid 
spending should be or will be approved 
by the Senate is a question not yet re
solved. In any event, additional funds 
are not necessary because, as I have 
said, there are still remaining some
where around $800 million in function 
150 that is not obligated at present. 

The first part of our amendment 
strikes that $400 million add-on for 
this fiscal year. It is apparent that 
with all the Federal cuts for domestic 
programs, there is a very stark con
trast in the amount of money yet re
maining unspent for foreign aid as 
compared to the amounts of money 
that remain in domestic programs of 
our Federal Government. 

Our amendment for the next 3 fiscal 
years 1983, 1984, and 1985 would be 
cut slightly more than $2 billion from 
the budget, which adds up, including 
the $400 million for fiscal 1982, to a $7 
billion cut in spending. The total, of 
course, is greater than that for budget 
authority; it is about $15 billion in 
budget authority. 

Mr. President, under the Camp 
David accords, for the fiscal year 1982, 
this current year, there has been ap
propriated about $2.5 billion. That has 
been obligated. This amendment has 
nothing to do with that at all. Be
tween $1.7 billion and $1.8 billion of 
that, split between Israel and Egypt, is 
for economic assistance. The balance 
between that and $2.5 billion is for 
military assistance for those two coun
tries. 

Mr. President, our obligations under 
the Camp David accords for fiscal year 
1982 have been met. This amendment 
does not affect it. 

For fiscal year 1983, if the U.S. obli
gation for the Camp David accords for 
Israel and Egypt is to be the same 
amount again-about $2.5 billion, and 
I point out to the Senate that that 
amount has been neither approved nor 
appropriated as of now-but if it were 
to be approved and appropriated as 
being our obligation to Egypt and 
Israel, we are also leaving plenty of 
money in function 150 to cover that 
$2.5 billion. 

Mr. President, I want to make it 
clear again that the amendment re
quires that whatever is determined to 

be U.S. obligations for Israel and 
Egypt under the Camp David accords, 
they shall be met in all these fiscal 
years, 1983, 1984, and 1985. Leaving 
intact $10 billion for foreign aid for 
those fiscal years-1983, 1984, and 
1985-would mean that there is about 
a 9-percent reduction in spending au
thority each of those years. The 
amendment leaves $10 billion, which is 
sufficient and ample not only to cover 
the obligations of the Camp David ac
cords, but the needs of the World 
Bank, the International Development 
Agency, and the Export-Import Bank. 

Mr. President, is there a need for 
curbing foreign aid? Let us look at the 
record. Foreign aid expenditures 
under function 150 have, since 1979, 
doubled. That is a 100-percent in
crease. During that same period, 1979 
to now, energy spending has declined 
by 7 percent. Natural resources and 
environmental spending has increased 
by 6 percent. Commerce and housing 
spending has increased by 46 percent. 
Community and regional development 
has declined by 12 percent. Education, 
training, employment, and social serv
ices spending has declined by 5 per
cent. Health spending has increased 
by 57 percent. Veterans spending has 
increased 20 percent; total budget out
lays increased 51 percent. 

Mr. President, I give these figures 
for the period between 1979 and where 
we stand today to give some contrast 
to what has happened in foreign aid. 
In these domestic programs that I 
have listed, there have been some cuts 
between 1979 and today and some in
creases, but none of them approaches 
the 100-percent increase between 1979 
and now in foreign aid functions. Even 
with our reductions in this amend
ment, foreign aid spending would in
crease 64 percent between 1979 and 
1985. 

Mr. President, we have had serious 
difficulties with how to hold down 
spending in so many different pro
grams and yet meet our obligations for 
the entitlements. 

Doing the best we can, the budget as 
a whole will have gone up 78 percent 
over those same years. That includes 
the rather dramatic increases we have 
had in national defense expenditures. 
It includes the dramatic increases in 
expenditures we have had for the el
derly, both in social security and other 
retirement programs and in medicare 
and medicaid. 

With our efforts to restrain spend
ing and reduce the deficit, it is hardly 
clear to me how we could be sincere 
and diligent while allowing foreign aid 
to increase some 75 percent between 
1979 and 1985, and that is what will 
happen if we allow this increase as the 
Senate Budget Committee has recom
mended. 

If we make the modest cuts that our 
amendment provides for, we are still 
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going to have a 64-percent increase in 
the foreign aid programs between the 
years 1979 and 1985. 

Our priorities have been all wrong, 
and it is time to make some adjust
ment. Our first concern ought to be 
what we are doing in our own country 
and the well-being of our own citizens. 

Further, the record of foreign aid 
over the past several decades has often 
shown that we have been giving tax
payers' dollars from the United States 
as aid to foreign countries without 
making friends with them. In fact, 
sometimes we find ourselves in the 
precarious situation of foreign aid ac
tually causing us enemies rather than 
gaining friendship. 

By increasing foreign spending, 
which is adding to the deficit, pushing 
up interest rates, and causing unem
ployment, we are asking our citizens to 
pay these costs by giving up their jobs 
and giving up their own economic well 
being. 

I should like to point out to the 
Senate that we have cut the nutrition 
program over the past several years. 
We have cut health programs. We 
have cut education programs. We have 
cut agricultural programs. We have 
cut retirement programs. We have cut 
medicare and medicaid. We have cut 
job training programs. We have cut 
housing programs. We can go on and 
on. We must ask ourselves at this time 
who comes first, the U.S. citizens, our 
own economic well-being, or a foreign 
aid program that is lavishly author
ized, lavishly appropriated and often 
wasted. 

Mr. DeCONCINI. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. MELCHER. Yes, I am happy to 
yield to the cosponsor of the amend
ment, Mr. DECONCINI. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. DeCONCINI. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Montana. I 
thank him for putting together what I 
consider a most reasonable amend
ment. 

I should like to follow up on a couple 
points. 

The Senator from Montana pointed 
out some examples of domestic cuts in 
the 1982-84 budget last year and what 
we are living with today. 

As the Senator pointed out, we actu
ally cut food stamps $6.2 billion in 
1982-84, child nutrition $4.7 billion, 
medicaid $2.8 billion, housing assist
ance $1.2 billion, social security stu
dent benefits $4.2 billion, social securi
ty minimum benefits $2.9 billion, guar
anteed student loans $2.3 billion, un
employment insurance $2.7 billion, 
trade adjustment assistance $2.6 bil
lion, medicare $3.9 billion, Federal re
tirees cost-of-living increase $2.3 bil
lion, highway safety $115 million, 
mass transit $1.8 billion, maternal and 
child health block grants $65 million, 
social service block grants $423.5 mil-

lion, Indian education $36 million, title 
I elementary-secondary education 
compensatory education $213 million, 
and the Pell grants we cut a nifty little 
$102 million. 

Some of thos~. Mr. President, I 
joined in reducing but not social secu
rity. I felt there was need that we 
scrutinize the budget, that we make 
every effort to reduce expenditures 
across the board, and yet foreign aid 
seems to escape or elude us. 

It is difficult for me to accept the 
proposition of increased foreign aid in 
times like this. If we were operating a 
surplus, maybe we could justify an
other Marshall plan, we could justify 
an increase of some 64 percent, as the 
Senator from Montana points out. 

Function 150 of this budget would 
provide $37 billion more for foreign as
sistance over the next 3 fiscal years. 
Of that total, $31.1 billion or 84 per
cent, under the committee assump
tions, goes for one form or another of 
economic, financial, or military assist
ance to other nations. Surely this ad
ministration can do better and Con
gress and this Senate can do better. It 
seems imperative to me that we realize 
every economic possibility to do some
thing about this deficit. We are faced 
with a catastrophic deficit, one that is 
out of control. 

We notice that the administration's 
budget was unanimously defeated in 
the Budget Committee. I am not sure 
of all the reasons that occurred, but I 
suspect that the major reason is the 
administration's own estimates where 
the deficit would be somewhere in the 
neighborhood of $105 billion. CBO and 
others suggested that it might be as 
much as $180 billion. However, we are 
increasing foreign assistance by over 
$3 billion. 

It just does not make a lot of sense 
when you think of military retirees, 
people who have put in ample years 
serving their country, with an under
standing that they are going to have a 
satisfactory pension for that service, 
sacrifices they have made and would 
have made in times of war, when mili
tary retirees have to take it on the 
chin to the tune of a $3.8 billion reduc
tion, railroad retirees, people who 
have worked all their lives and paid 
into the retirement system have to 
absorb a $1.5 billion reduction, after 
having their so-called windfall benefits 
slashed last year. Civil service people 
who have worked for the Federal Gov
ernment, put in their long hours and 
days like anyone else, are asked to sac
rifice $5.1 billion. Just in medicare 
alone, last year the Congress enacted 
reductions of $3.9 billion. The budget 
before us assumes additional cuts of 
$18.2 billion over the next 3 years. 

Mr. President, it seems very clear 
that the amendment before us is a 
sound amendment. It has ample funds 
to meet our commitments under bilat
eral development assistance to main-

tain our commitments with the Camp 
David peace accord. 

I am prepared to continue to support 
an effort that will bring or attempt to 
bring some type of nonmilitary resolu
tion to the Middle East. 

We now have two nations that have 
joined hands, that have been at war 
with each other for many years, and I 
think it is proper for the United States 
to play a role. 

I am willing to face the taxpayers of 
my State and this Nation and say that 
this is an investment in peace, and this 
is a time for us to put forward our 
commitment to that peace. 

The ESF rose from $1.9 billion 
under the Carter administration to 
$2.5 billion under this administration, 
an increase of more than $630 million. 
Our commitments under ESF, as I un
derstand them, for both Israel and 
Egypt, are roughly $1.3 billion. This 
leaves ample funds for other commit
ments that might arise or with which 
we feel impelled to go along. 

It is my hope, Mr. President, that we 
can avert reducing the benefits for 
veterans; that we can add a modest 
amount of restoration funds to educa
tion; that the child nutrition program 
and the immunization program, of
fered last night by the Senator from 
Arkansas, which was adopted by a 
voice vote, is a major step by this body 
to put its priorities into proper per
spective. 

I am well aware that additional cuts 
and reductions have to be made, and 
that is what this amendment is all 
about-making the necessary reduc
tions where we can afford it. We can 
afford to adopt the amendment of the 
Senator from Montana, which calls for 
approximately $6 billion over the 3-
year period. This is not going to tie 
our hands, in my opinion. It is not 
going to cause us disgrace. It is not 
going to cause us to renege on Camp 
David. 

I hope this body will step forward 
for the American people and place 
some priorities on where we are spend
ing those tax dollars and find that it is 
a reasonable reduction in foreign as
sistance. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

If neither side yields time, the time 
will run equally against both sides, on 
the amendment. 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I will 
soon yield to Senator PERCY, the chair
man of the Foreign Relations Commit
tee, but first I wish to make an inquiry 
of the Senator from Arizona. 

How much in total does this reduce 
out of the foreign aid budget? 

Mr. DECONCINI. $15 billion in 
budget authority and close to $7 bil
lion in budget outlays. 

Mr. SYMMS. $15 billion in budget 
authority and $7 billion in budget out
lays over the 3-year period? 
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Mr. DECONCINI. Over the 4-year 

period. 
Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I com

pliment both Senators for bringing 
this amendment to the floor. 

It is interesting to note that Senator 
HELMs recently released figures show
ing his computation of how ~uch 
money the United States has g1ven 
away since 1946, and it amounts to ap
proximately $2 trillion, I believe, if we 
count what the interest costs were 
each year. So it has become a substan
tial amount of money. 

1 suppose there has been no other 
time when we have had fewer friends 
than we have right now around the 
world. All we have to do is look at 
what has happened with our friend
ship with Latin American countries in 
the last month; look to Europe, wh~re 
there does not seem to be an apprecia
tion for American defense of Europe. 
We have had problems in other parts 
of the world. 

If I had any criticism of the amend
ment, I would say that it is too 
modest, that the Senator should have 
cut out more. 

In my State of Idaho, we have a 
housing slump. We are a timber-pro
ducing State, a State that has had a 
good housing industry, a new State, 
where there was a lot of growth. Now 
the housing industry is flat on its 
back, and sawmills are closing. I know 
that the Senator from Montana has 
the same problem in his State, and I 
am sure the same problem exists in 
northern Arizona. 

I note that the Appropriations Com
mittee recently approved funding for 
the Lugar bill, for housing. If the 
Lugar bill is a good bill to help stimu
lated housing in the country, it seems 
to me that it would make more sense 
to take more money out of foreign aid 
and use it for aiding American families 
who need to be able to buy a house, 
and put people back to work building 
houses, rather than giving away more 
money overseas. 

Mr. DECONCINI. I prefer the bill 
that the Appropriations Committee re
ported, the urgent supplemental, in
cluding the Lugar housing bill. It is 
approximately $1 billion. 

We have to make priorities, and that 
is what this amendment is all about
deciding where we are going to come 
down on priorities. I think housing 
and jobs in this country have to take 
priority. 

In all of Arizona, not only the north
ern part of the State, the lumber in
dustry is suffering. Over a thousand 
copper workers have been laid off. It is 
the first time the copper mines in Ari
zona have closed down because of an 
insufficient demand for copper. They 
have had problems before, but it has 
not been because the economy has 
been flat. If this housing bill should 
pass, we would see an upturn in the 

demand for copper, in the construc
tion business. 

Mr. SYMMS. I thank the Senator 
very much. 

It is interesting that if we go back 
and trace the history of copper pro
duction we find that right now copper 
is bein~ sold at an all-time low, in 
terms of the cost of production in this 
country. Yet, we occasionally find 
some foreign countries which produce 
copper but have closed economies and 
have not responded to supply and 
demand because it is the only means 
of their' being able to produce foreign 
exchange. The Government controls 
copper production, and they produce 
political copper, as I call it, by direct
ing the efforts of a closed economy, 
where people are told where and when 
to work. They will produce copper to 
get foreign exchange, at the expense 
of States such as Arizona and Idaho. 

Mr. DECONCINI. The Senator is ab
solutely correct. Today, 50 percent of 
the copper that is mined in the world 
is mined and controlled by govern
ments. 

Mr. SYMMS. That is correct. 
Mr. DECONCINI. Twenty years ago, 

it was less than 20 percent. So we see 
that the free enterprise system, at 
least in this country, is up against 
competition that does not care what 
the cost is. They are going to produce 
it in order to keep their people em
ployed. We still work on the basis that 
there has to be a market. 

Mr. SYMMS. With respect to the 
Arizona copper project that is on the 
Indian reservation-the name of it 
slips my mind-where the Heckler 
Mining Co., of my State, was involved, 
that decision was made based on the 
fact that copper would not be pro
duced below the cost of production 
and that there would be a market re
sponse of supply and demand-not an
ticipating that governments would 
produce it at a loss, in order to gain 
foreign exchange. It caused a great 
deal of hardship and grief for many 
people both in my State and in the 
Senator's State, over the production 
of, I think, the Lake Shore property in 
Arizona. 

Mr. DECONCINI. The Lake Shore 
property, the Senator from Idaho is 
correct. 

Mr. SYMMS. I know that is reasona
ble. If we trace it back we find in some 
cases U.S. foreign aid is going to those 
countries that are producing in direct 
competition with the U.S. producers. 

So I compliment the Senator from 
Arizona. 

Mr. DECONCINI. The Senator from 
Idaho is absolutely correct, and I 
thank him for his support, and maybe 
it is a too modest amendment. 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I am 
sure the Senator from Illinois wishes 
to speak to this issue. 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield briefly? 

Mr. SYMMS. I yield to the Senator 
from Montana before I yield to the 
Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I 
wish to make this suggestion for the 
Senate. I think it would be appropri
ate to have an up-or-down vote on this 
amendment. I do not want to take any 
more time than the Members of the 
Senate want to take on the amend
ment. But I think it is of a nature of 
an amendment that should have an 
up-or-down vote. I think it would save 
us a lot of time in the long run if that 
would occur that way. 

Mr. SYMMS. I thank the Senator 
for the suggestion. I certainly agree 
with it. 

However, I cannot speak for the 
leadership on what their wish would 
be. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I reserve 
my right to table it and so do other 
members of the Foreign Relations 
Committee who are in the markup 
this morning on the fiscal year 1983 
authorization. We have canceled that 
meeting. There is no use trying to 
mark up the bill when it is being deci
mated over here. We will be fiddling 
while Rome burns, in a sense. I wish to 
make the case on a bipartisan basis. 

Senator PELL, I am sure, will want to 
speak to this. 

But I will need probably 10 minutes 
at this particular time. I do not know 
what time Senator PELL would wish to 
ask for. 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, how 
much time remains on both sides? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Idaho has 52 minutes 
and 10 seconds; the Senator from 
Montana has 37 minutes. 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I yield 
to the distinguished chairman of the 
Foreign Relations Committee for 
probably a somewhat different view
point than has been stated here in the 
Chamber thus far this morning. 

How much time does he wish? 
Mr. PERCY. Ten or fifteen minutes. 
Mr. SYMMS. I yield 10 minutes to 

the Senator from illinois. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Illinois is recognized for 
15 minutes. 

Mr. PERCY. I thank my distin
guished colleague. 

Mr. President, I simply feel that 
there is no better way to start this 
dialog than to read a letter from the 
President dated May 19, 1982. He ad
dresses this letter as the Committee 
on Foreign Relations begins its 
markup on the fiscal year 1983 eco
nomic and military assistance bill. He 
says: 

As the Foreign Relations Committee ap
proaches markup on the fmcal year 1983 
Foreign Assmtance Act, I wmh to underscore 
my personal commitment to full funding of 
my request. Moreover, I ask you to inform 
all members of the Committee that these in
creases are fully consmtent with the Admin-



10894 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 20, 1982 
istration's support of the Domenici budget 
mark, and can be accommodated within the 
First Budget Resolution I am endorsing. 

We have taken steps to ensure that this 
bill contains adequate funding to deal with 
the pressing problems of economic and 
social development in the Third World. 
However, I have to emphasize that without 
the additional security assistance resources 
we are requesting, critical foreign policy ob
jectives in support of specific national secu
rity goals would have to be abandoned or se
verely retrenched. For example: 

Israel and Egypt would be deprived of the 
additional resources necessary to reinforce 
the post-Sadat peace process at a time when 
radical elements are working to unravel the 
tenuous cease-fire in Lebanon and to under
mine the Mubarak regime; 

Moderate states threatened directly by 
the Soviets <e.g. Pakistan> or by their 
Libyan/Ethiopian surrogates <Tunisia, Mo
rocco, Sudan, Somalia) would be deprived of 
tangible American support when they need 
it, putting at doubt our ability to call on 
them when our own interests in the Middle 
East or the Persian Gulf are threatened; 

Portugal, Spain and Turkey would be pre
vented from rebuliding their outmoded de
fense capabilities; NATO's southern flank 
would be vulnerable and we would jeopard
ize their cooperation in meeting threats 
beyond the Alliance's boundaries; 

The momentum of the acclaimed Caribbe
an Basin Initiative would falter and the 
overwhelming plebiscite of the Salvadoran 
people for democracy would be left to 
wither. 

In addressing our economic problems at 
home, it would be irresponsible and danger
ous to pay the costs of abandoning vital for
eign policy interests. The House Foreign Af
fairs Committee last week approved most of 
the Administration's request, and I now 
urge that the Foreign Relations Committee 
once again demonstrate the bipartisan lead
ership for which it is justly heralded by ap
proving full funding of our request. 

We vitally need the support and leader
ship of the Foreign Relations Committee to 
safeguard our national interests in these 
perilous times. 

Mr. President, I modify that letter 
by saying that the President in effect 
is saying he needs the full support of 
the full Senate because uniquely this 
body has the responsibility with the 
President for formulating our foreign 
policy. 

What are we really saying to the 
world? As King Hassan arrives today 
from Morocco to discuss with the 
President, the Secretary of State, and 
the Secretary of Defense the common 
defense in that part of the world, what 
are we saying to that chief of state? 
What are we saying to other chiefs of 
state with whom we have tried to 
build a closer working relationship? 

Are we saying: No; the United States 
today is going to tum its back on the 
rest of the world? Are we going to just 
go it alone? Are we going to raise our 
own defense budget so much that we 
will just stand and fight for the princi
ples of the free world alone? Arc we 
not going to pay any attention to the 
countries that are willing to use their 
manpower to fight to protect their 
areas of interest-which are our areas 
of interest as well-to maintain a 

stable, peaceful world? Do we intend 
to turn our back on them? Do we care 
about their economic development and 
their political stability, both of which 
can be assisted by this country's aid? 
Do we care about them arming and de
fending themselves so they can fight 
in the common interest against 
common adversaries? Are we saying 
that? 

Are we willing at this stage to try to 
go it alone? Are we willing to simply 
say we can take on all of our adversar
ies that we face, the Soviet Union, the 
Warsaw Pack countries, insurrection 
in Central America, and Cuban infil
tration through the Western Hemi
sphere? Are we saying that they do 
not need assistance and help and that 
we cannot offer a helping hand to 
others who are willing to help them
selves? 

I just think we are not ready to do 
that. We are not going to take an iso
lationist policy, a fortress America 
policy. That has not been the policy of 
a single recent President. It has not 
been the policy of a single Congress, 
and this Congress should not adopt 
that policy. 

We have had a sensible, balanced 
policy that has moved us in coopera
tion with our friends and allies and 
friendly powers around the world to 
make the world safer and to give us 
peace and stability, and we do it not 
only for peace and stability for its own 
sake-though that is a good enough 
objective alone. We do it also because 
increasingly the United States cannot 
make it on its own. 

How long could we last as an eco
nomic power and as a military power if 
we depended on raw materials just 
from our own resources? In a few 
years 80 percent of the raw materials 
consumed by American factories will 
come to us from lands abroad. That re
quires safe sealanes. That requires a 
stable world. That requires that we 
have access to those raw materials. 
Otherwise, our factories grind to a 
halt. 

Why did we just authorize $11 bil
lion for rapid deployment forces? We 
did so to protect the lifeline of the 
United States of America and its 
friends and allies in Europe and Japan 
because it is through the Persian Gulf, 
and through the Straits of Hormuz 
that the oil lifeline of the free world 
flows. 

President Carter recognized when he 
called for a rapid deployment force
he drew a line out there-that we had 
no current capability to protect that 
area. Dynamite in the Straits of 
Hormuz would end the supply of oil to 
keep our factories going. We would 
have darkened homes and cold homes; 
we would have closed schools and fac
tories, as we have had when we have 
been embargoed before. The same 
thing could happen again. 

When we look at what has happened 
in Afghanistan, we see an invasion by 
foreign forces into a Third World 
country. 

When we see that the capability 
exists through Baluchistan, a section 
of Pakistan and Iran, generally in tur
moil, the Soviet Union could be within 
300 miles and is now within 300 miles 
of the deep water, warm water port 
they have long wanted, can we sit here 
and say, "No, we are not going to pro
vide the kind of protection, the kind of 
assistance and support and help the 
countries in that area need." Mr. 
President, these nations are willing to 
put their own shoulders to the wheel 
and work with us, providing they have 
encouragement, assistance, and help. 

At this time I would like to yield to 
my distinguished colleague from 
Rhode Island <Mr. PELL) who, I under
stand, must leave the floor in just a 
few minutes, so that he may comment 
on the same situation. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I rise to 
support the theme, the words of the 
Senator from Illinois. I have the 
utmost respect for the sincerity and 
the objectives of the Senator from 
Montana. I recognize that in this bill 
there are areas where there can cer
tainly be cuts, just as there are also 
areas where we need to spend more. 

I think we should bear in mind that 
we now rank 17th in the world when it 
comes to the percentage of our gross 
national product that we turn over or 
put into international or public devel
opment. 

This amendment, if we passed it, 
would put us at the very bottom. 
There would be no other industrial 
nation that gave less than we. 

I recognize that we have hard times. 
In my State we have particularly hard 
times now, great unemployment, chil
dren's luncheons and food being cut 
back, medical benefits being cut back, 
very harsh conditions indeed. Obvious
ly, we need to meet the needs of our 
own people. But there are areas of the 
budget that could be cut as well as aid, 
and I would like to see these cuts move 
a little bit into defense, a little bit into 
what I would call hardware programs, 
and less into human being programs. 

Basically, the aid program is a 
human being program because it is de
signed to help people who are facing 
starvation, misery, and illness. 

So I would hope this amendment 
would not prevail. I know that I intend 
to support the Senator from Illinois in 
opposing it. I understand the reasons 
behind it. I think it is too extreme, too 
draconian. At first glance, you could 
say it only means a reduction of about 
one-sixth of the total amount in this 
function. But then you recognize that 
the function includes a whole variety 
of subjects, the State Department, 
BIB, a whole variety of subjects, and 
the whole cut would come out of the 



May 20, 1982 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 10895 
aid program, which would be truly make sure that Germany and Japan 
devastated. would not get weapons again, and we 

My hope is that we can vote on it were all very enthusiastic as veterans 
shortly, and vote it down. of World War II. I think the Senator 

I would observe also to the managers has a Purple Heart from that war. 
of the amendment and to the opposi- We cannot regret that some of the 
tion that there is no need, just because industrialized nations do not have 
there is a time agreement, to use up weapons. That is their choice. I do not 
the time when the arguments have think we should force them into their 
been made. As I look around the unwilling hands. What we are talking 
Senate floor I do not see anybody about now is the aid program and 
whose mind is going to be changed by people starving and should we get 
further argument, so I hope we can down lower than we have done. 
vote fairly shortly. Mr. MELCHER. I thank the Sena-

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, will tor. 
the Senator yield? The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

Mr. PELL. With pleasure. yields time? 
Mr. MELCHER. I thank my friend Mr. PELL. I suggest the absence of a 

from Rhode Island for yielding. quorum. 
When he makes a comparison of Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I just 

how much the gross national product want to make three points and then 
of a country goes into aid, would the we are ready to yield back our time. 
Senator agree with me that if we carry Simply put, the cut of $400 million 
that over to what the Senator from for 1982 should be made because there 
Illinois, the chairman of the Commit- r is no settlement as to whether that is 
tee on Foreign Relations, was just going to be appropriated or not in the 
stating, and apply it to defense, that $800 million available. 
indeed we are asking our European I believe it is a totally unwarranted 
allies in NATO to come up with 3 per- belief that we can afford spending 
cent of their gross national product more than $10 billion in each of the 
for defense efforts while, at the same next 3 fiscal years for foreign aid. 

· time, between 6 and 7 percent of the That is adequate funding, not turning 
gross national product of the United our backs on anybody, and still offer
States goes into defense? ing a helping hand to all the great va-

Our commitment toward NATO, per- riety of countries we need to help, and 
haps, is a little bit higher than it each country can do with a little bit 
should be. In turn, with Japan less less of either economic or military aid 
than 1 percent of their gross national so that we can help our own economy 
product goes into defense, whereas 6 and finance our own national defense. 
to 7 percent of the gross national Ten billion dollars is not isolation
product of the United States goes into ism. Ten billion dollars is a 64-percent 
national defense, and part of that de- increase over the amount spend for 
fends Japan and the islands in the Pa- foreign aid in 1979. Surely that is a big 
cific area in that vicinity. enough increase. 

So we are really mixing apples and We are not being chintzy, perhaps 
oranges if we do as the Senator from we are even being a little bit on the ex
Illinois has done, compare foreign aid travagant side. But I think this is the 
with the military posture that we have minimum we can go for in any sensible 
where we are already spending a huge way or commonsense way, $10 billion 
amount of our gross national product each year for the next 3 fiscal years. 
for national defense which does bene- Mr. President, I am willing to yield 
fit our allied countries and does re- back the remainder of the time re
lieve, in effect permits, Japan or Euro- maining on our side if the other side 
pean countries to give more for aid is. 
than they would otherwise give if they (The names of Mr. RANDOLPH and 
were meeting more of their own na- Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. were added as 
tional defense needs by paying a cosponsors of UP amendment No. 970.) 
higher percentage of their gross na- The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
tional product. ScHMITT). Who yields time? 

Mr. PELL. The Senator is absolutely Under the previous order, the hour 
correct. But I think he is the one who of 11 o'clock having arrived, the 
is mixing apples and oranges because Senate will now vote in relation to 
we are talking about defense and we amendment No. 1488 offered by the 
are talking about aid, and they are two Senator from Vermont <Mr. LEAHY). 
separate subjects. Mr. MELCHER addressed the Chair. 

I mentioned in my earlier remarks The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
that I would like to see more money Senator from Montana. 
taken out of defense. That is where it Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, is 
should be taken out of. I think the time yielded back or not? 
fact that Japan spends only half or a The PRESIDING OFFICER. As of 
quarter of 1 percent for defense is this time, it is not. 
something that those of us-I know Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, may I 
the Senator had a very distinguished just say to my friend from Montana 
war record-should be delighted with. that it is my understanding that Sena
I can remember the efforts we made to tors KAsTEN and KAssEBAUM have re-

quested some time to speak in opposi
tion to the Senator's amendment, so I 
do not think at this time I should yield 
back the time. But I do think it would 
be advisable to go ahead and have the 
vote on the Leahy amendment. 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on the pending 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Montana should be ad
vised that to order the yeas and nays 
at this time on his amendment would 
preclude further debate on that 
amendment after the vote that is 
going to take place at this time. 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I was 
unaware of that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. For 
the information of the Senator from 
Montana, the reason is that there is 
an order in place to stack votes or
dered at 11 o'clock. 

·Mr. MELCHER. I certainly do not 
want to interfere with any Senator's 
desire to speak on the amendment, so 
I withdraw the request. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1488 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
hour of 11 o'clock having arrived, the 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 1488 offered by the Senator from 
Vermont <Mr. LEAHY). The yeas and 
nays have been ordered and the clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will 
Senators who are conversing please 
cease their conversations? May we 
have order in the Chamber? 

The legislative clerk resumed the 
call of the roll. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, the 
Senate is not in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Colorado is correct. The 
Chair is attempting to get the Senate 
to come to order. Those Senators con
versing will please cease or retire to 
the cloakroom. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, 
may we have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Appar
ently not, as the Senator from New 
York is well aware. 

The Senate will come to order. 
Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 

Senator from Connecticut (Mr. 
WEICKER) is necessarily absent. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 
the Senator from Hawaii <Mr. MATsu
NAGA) is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham
ber wishing to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 38, 
nays 60, as follows: 

Baucus 
Biden 
Bradley 
Bumpers 
Burdick 

[Rollcall Vote No. 127 Leg.] 

YEAS-38 
Byrd, Robert C. Dodd 
Chiles Durenberger 
Cohen Eagleton 
Cranston Exon 
D'Amato Ford 
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Glenn 
Hart 
Hawkins 
Hollings 
Huddleston 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Kennedy 

Abdnor 
Andrews 
Armstrong 
Baker 
Bentsen 
Boren 
Boschwitz 
Brady 
Byrd, 

Harry F., Jr. 
Cannon 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Danforth 
DeConcini 
Denton 
Dixon 
Dole 
Domenici 
East 
Garn 

Matsunaga 

Leahy Pryor 
Levin Randolph 
Mathias Riegle 
Melcher Sarbanes 
Metzenbaum Sasser 
Mitchell Stennis 
Moynihan Tsongas 
Pell 

NAYS-60 
Goldwater Nunn 
Gorton Packwood 
Grassley Percy 
Hatch Pressler 
Hatfield Proxmire 
Hayakawa Quayle 
Heflin Roth 
Heinz Rudman 
Helms Schmitt 
Humphrey Simpson 
Jepsen Specter 
Johnston Stafford 
Kassebaum Stevens 
Kasten Symms 
Laxalt Thurmond 
Long Tower 
Lugar Wallop 
Mattingly Warner 
McClure Zorinsky 
Murkowski 
Nickles 

NOT VOTING-2 
Weicker 

So Mr. LEAHY's amendment <No. 
1488) was rejected. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. BAKER. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

UP AMENDMENT 9 7 0 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question recurs on the amendment of 
the Senator from Montana. 

Who yields time? 
The Senator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

yield myself 1 minute on the bill. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will 

the Senator from New Mexico with
hold? The Chair will say if there is not 
more order during the rollcalls, the 
Chair will not acknowledge any votes 
except those delivered from the desks 
of Senators. The Chair understands 
the need for conversations during the 
vote, but nothing to the extent that 
we have been exposed to. 

The Senate will come to order. Con
versations should retire to the cloak
room, hopefully with the Senators. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, may 
I ask the distinguished chairman <Mr. 
PERcY) how many more speakers we 
have in opposition to the Melcher 
amendment that he is aware of? 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I shall 
make a few additional comments. I 
know of no other speakers on this sub
ject. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I understood Sena
tor KASTEN wished to speak. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. PERCY. Senator MATHIAS would 
like to speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will 
the Senator from Illinois withhold? 
There is still entirely too much noise 
in this Chamber. Some of it may be 

coming from the galleries, but I have a 
feeling most of it is coming from the 
Chamber. Staff will please keep their 
conversations to an absolute mini
mum. Senators will retire to their 
cloakrooms if it is necessary to have 
long conversations. 

The Senator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am 

going to speak briefly. I yield myself 3 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is recognized. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
want to tell the Senate that the distin
guished majority leader has decided 
that he will move to lay this amend
ment on the table. At a time when it is 
appropriate, he will do so. We wanted 
to inform people ahead of time of 
that. We are not doing it on every 
amendment. 

Let me say from my standpoint, I 
have encouraged him to do it because 
it does not appear to the Senator from 
New Mexico that this is an amend
ment that would just reduce the inter
national affairs function of our Na
tional Government. As I view it, in 
light of the existing international 
commitments made by this adminis
tration and previous administrations, a 
cut of this dimension would literally 
demolish our foreign assistance pro
gram. The amendment would not just 
cut it; it borders on totally destroying 
it. 

There are those who like to say that 
the amendment does not affect Egypt 
and Israel. I frankly do not believe we 
can absorb a $15 billion cut and claim 
that Egypt and Israel will not be af
fected. 

I just do not see how we can have 
this kind of cut and say the Camp 
David accords and the commitments 
flowing from them will be lived up to. 
We would be taking so much out of 
the international affairs function that 
it might be impossible to live up to the 
Camp David commitments. 

Mr. President, the Senate should 
know that an amendment to a budget 
resolution exempting Egypt and Israel 
really does not matter. What matters 
is the total amount of money in 
budget authority and outlays allocated 
to the Appropriations Subcommittee 
on Foreign Operations. We have had 
similar arguments on almost every 
amendment. This budget resolution 
has no such line item authority. It 
would be up to the appropriators how 
they saw fit to spend the money that 
is provided here, except for entitle
ments that would just flow from per
manent laws. I truly hope that the 
Senate develops a more responsible, 
fiscally prudent approach to foreign 
assistance. I am not one who is enam
ored of the programs, but I think this 
amendment is radical surgery to 
impose upon these programs. I hope 
the majority leader will move to table. 

Mr. MELCHER. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I have one last 
comment. The Budget Committee has 
already assumed cuts of $1.3 billion in 
budget authority, about 10 percent, 
from the President's fiscal year 1983 
request for foreign aid and State De
partment operations. It seems to me 
that, in light of the international com
mitments already made, the Budget 
Committee acted responsibly in cut
ting the President's request by $1.3 bil
lion. I do not support further cuts at 
this time. 

I am pleased to yield. 
Mr. MELCHER. I thank the chair

man of the Budget Committee for 
yielding. 

I want to inquire as to what amount 
the chairman would figure or feel is 
needed to see that the Camp David ac
cords were protected? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Could we have 
order, Mr. President? 

Mr. MELCHER. What amount over 
$10 billion? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Let me say to my 
good friend that obviously the re
sources needed for the Camp David ac
cords have a very high priority in Con
gress and in the executive branch. 
That has been the case from the in
ception. So that one might conclude 
that it would be given preference over 
Eximbank, preferen0e over all other 
international programs, but I frankly, 
as the chairman of the Budget Com
mittee, just cannot tell the Senator 
what the appropriators will do. 

I assume one could figure out how 
much was needed for the Camp David 
accords and say, "I put that in the 
budget and I assume it is so important 
the Senate will do nothing else." One 
might conclude that such intent would 
be enough, but that is not the way we 
conduct business in my Senate experi
ence. 

Mr. MELCHER. I thank the Senator 
for yielding. The Camp David accords 
has been taking $2.5 billion a year. I 
do not know how many years in the 
future it will be required that we keep 
paying that to Egypt and Israel, but at 
least $10 billion ought to be sufficient 
to cover that and the rest of the obli
gations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time allotted the Senator from New 
Mexico has expired. Who yields time? 

Mr. KASTEN addressed the Chair. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, Sen

ator PERCY has control of the time on 
the amendment. 

Mr. PERCY. Yes. I would be happy 
to yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from Wisconsin. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, as 
chairman of the Appropriations Sub
committee, I should like to address 
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myself to some of the questions that 
Senator MELCHER has raised. 

It has long been a popular political 
tactic to take on foreign aid, especially 
in an election year. But let us not kid 
ourselves, this proposal by the Senator 
from Montana would simply wreak 
havoc with U.S. foreign policy, par
ticularly the security assistance parts 
of foreign policy, because we have 
shifted from development assistance 
over into more and more security as
sistance. It is important to understand 
that shift. 

I think it is important, also, that we 
not kid ourselves-the Senator from 
New Mexico is correct-it is simply im
possible to exempt Egypt and Israel 
with these kinds of numbers. This is a 
budget resolution. The language here 
has no force in law whatsoever. 

Egypt and Israel are simply the only 
places where substantial outlays occur, 
and there is no way, if this amend
ment were to pass, that Egypt and 
Israil would escape a cut. In my brief 
analysis, it would be a substantial cut. 

Furthermore-and the Senator from 
Montana should be aware of this, as 
his State is a great grain-growing 
region-one of the other places that 
could get a cut that would make an 
immediate difference would be in the 
Public Law 480 program. Although I 
know that is not a program that we 
want to cut, it is one of the programs 
that we could get the immediate sav
ings in, and it is one of the places 
where a cut could be made. 

The Public Law 480 program could 
come in for a severe cut, adversely af
fecting many grain growing areas of 
the country. I do not want to do that. 
I come from a grain-growing State. I 
do not think we want to cut those pro
grams. 

The facts are undeniable, and let us 
look at fiscal 1983 as an example. New 
outlays for function 150 total 
$7,570,000,000. Of that amount, 
$3,110,000,000 is for Israel, Egypt, and 
Public Law 480. 

In addition, $1.6 billion is for salaries 
and expenses for State, ICA, and AID, 
and $420 million is required by treaty 
obligations in contributions to the 
United Nations. Like it or not, the 
treaty obligations require us to pay 
that amount. We are locked into those 
amounts. 

I am encouraging AID and State and 
others to cut, but we also then go 
throught the cost of RIF's. Large 
RIF's would be required by this cut. 

Once more, I think we ought not to 
kid ourselves. If this passes, Egypt, 
Israel, and Public Law 480 would have 
to be cut. Those are the only areas 
where we can make the savings. 

There is one more area that we 
could possible make the savings, and 
that is in the Export-Import Bank. I 
know that the Senate has in general 
supported that effort. The Export
Import Bank, at a time when we have 

high unemployment in this country, is 
one more area that I do not think we 
are going to want to cut, but that is 
one place where we could get the large 
dollar amount that .the Senator is talk
ing about, if we wanted to go at the 
Eximbank and go at it in a very, very 
brutal way. 

In the foreign aid appropriations bill 
we provided 1-year money, which 
means that all of the outlays from 
prior years have been obligated, and 
those obligations have been made in 
agreements with other countries. Pas
sage of the Melcher amendment would 
require this administration to go back 
and break these agreements which we 
have already made, including many 
that were made by the prior adminis
tration. I do not think the Senate 
wants to do that, and I am sure that 
the foreign relations of the United 
States would be adversely affected if, 
in fact, we did. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 3 
minutes yielded to the Senator have 
expired, and while he is arranging fur
ther time, I still must ask the Senate 
and staff to be quiet. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, may I 
have 1 additional minute? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator yield 1 additional minute? 

Mr. PERCY. One additional minute. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Wisconsin. 
Mr. KASTEN. Briefly, a list of some 

of the countries that would suffer if 
this amendment were passed follows: 

Israel-we have already talked about 
the special relationship which Israel 
bas with the United States; 

Egypt-the most important of all 
the Arab countries as we are trying to 
continue the Camp David peace proc
ess. Egypt is leading the world for 
peace. I think it is very important that 
we not cut them; 

Sudan-a supporter of Camp David, 
desperately in need of assistance. It 
probably would be wiped out if this 
amendment were passed; 

Turkey-important to our NATO al
liance. The Secretary has just been in 
Turkey; 

Portugal-there are U.S. bases which 
we need there, the use of which is 
linked to foreign assistance and par
ticularly security assistance; 

Spain-same reasons as Portugal, 
and in addition we are trying to en
courage them to come into NATO; 

The Philippines-again we have two 
large military facilities there; 

Greece-we are encouraging them to 
continue to help us with the base 
agreements. 

Those countries would be directly af
fected, and I believe our security as
sistance, economic assistance, and for
eign policy would suffer a serious set
back. 

I am willing to go through this func
tion item by item with the authors of 
the amendment so the Senate will un-

derstand what is to be cut. I am con
vinced that if the details are exam
ined, there is no question but that the 
Senate will reject this amendment by 
a substantial margin. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
majority leader is recognized. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Chair, but 
I do not seek recognition. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 minutes to our distinguished 
colleague from West Virginia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
distinguished Senator from West Vir
ginia is yielded 3 minutes. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, not 
on the subject matter of the pending 
amendment or the legislation, impor
tant as it is, I rise again to express per
sonal appreciation, and I hope the ap
preciation of Senators, for the earnest 
effort by the Presiding Officer, the 
able Senator from New Mexico Mr. 
<ScHMITT). He has repeatedly called 
attention to the fact that the Senate 
has not been in order while the rollcall 
was in effect or Senators were address
ing remarks to the issue we have 
before us. 

This is not a pleasantry with me. I 
desire to have the RECORD reflect 
credit when there is in the chair a 
man, a manly man, as is the Senator 
from New Mexico. At least six times-! 
have checked it-within the last 15 
minutes the Presiding Officer has 
asked for order in this Chamber. We 
say to him, "Keep it up." At some time 
in the future, hopefully, when there is 
a vote again on my request that Sena
tors either sit or stand at their desk 
when voting, that the result will not 
be as it was, 51 against and 46 for. 

Regardless of where Members sit in 
this body or their membership in 
party, let us bring back to this Cham
ber-not dignity; that is not implied
but the decisionmaking process with 
decorum and discipline-that will re
flect credit on all who serve here and 
the institution of the Senate itself. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair appreciates the remarks of the 
distinguished Senator from West Vir
ginia (Mr. RANDOLPH). 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I also 
should like to pay tribute to my col
league from West Virginia, who has 
been vigilant in attempting to preserve 
the decorum of the Senate. 

We have a great tendency to be dis
respectful of one another in carrying 
on our business. I noticed five conver
sations being carried on simultaneous
ly on the floor while the distinguished 
Senator was speaking, and two of 
them are going on right now. There 
should be someplace we can carry on 
all these conversations other than the 
floor of the Senate. 
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I agree with the distinguished Sena

tor from West Virginia. We would get 
along with our business a great deal 
better if there were not so much con
fusion down here. 

Mr. President, I yield at this time to 
the distinguished Senator from Mary
land to speak for whatever time he de
sires, and I ask that due diligence and 
great attention be paid. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Three minutes. 
Mr. PERCY. I yield 3 minutes on the 

pending amendment, which is an im
portant amendment, which would ab
solutely decimate the President's secu
rity and economic assistance for the 
world if it were adopted. 

Mr. MATHIAS. I thank the Senator 
from Illinois. 

Let me take one moment to endorse 
the views of my neighbor and friend 
from West Virginia, who has occupied 
the south bank of the Potomac for so 
many years with such distinction. 

Mr. President, the pending amend
ment is a typical example of being 
penny-wise and pound-foolish. 

If we are looking at defense expendi
tures, if we want to have what the late 
Senator Robert Taft of Ohio called a 
searching scrutiny of defense costs, 
then we should look with very great 
care at this amendment, because it will 
cost far more in defense expenditures 
than it saves in outlays in the current 
budget. 

Granting that the security assist
ance to Israel and Egypt was excluded 
from the impacted budget, I think it is 
not too much to say that the adoption 
of this amendment would destroy the 
security assistance program. Look at 
where it would be destroyed: in the 
southern flank of Europe, critical 
areas, Turkey and Greece; in the Per
sian Gulf, which is an area of obvious 
vital security concern for the United 
States and our allies in Europe. 

It would destroy the security assist
ance programs in the Middle East. It 
would have a devastating impact in 
Central America and in the Horn of 
Africa, which is a sort of fulcrum on 
which many strategic questions turn. 

Mr. President, I cannot think of any
thing more devastating to our strate
gic program for helping to maintain 
stability and peace in the world than 
to undermine the security assistance 
program to this degree. 

I hope that as the Senate contem
plates what really would be done by 
this amendment, it is fully cognizant 
of the fact that this, in the long run, 
will cost the taxpayers of this country 
a great deal more money than the out
lays contemplated in the budget re
quest for security assistance. I think it 
is a destructive amendment, not only 
destructive of the programs but also 
countereffective in terms of protecting 
the economy of the United States. 

So I urge the Senate to defeat the 
amendment. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I urge 
my colleagues to support the tabling 
motion to be made by the distin
guished majority leader. That tabling 
motion is supported by the Foreign 
Relations Committee, by the chairman 
of the Budget Committee, and I be
lieve by most members of the Budget 
Committee. It certainly is supported 
strongly by the administration. There 
is no other amendment we could prob
ably consider that would do greater 
damage to U.S. interests around the 
world than this amendment. 

The distinghished Senator from 
Montana asked a very pertinent ques
tion: What would this amendment do 
to the Camp Davis Accords and the 
agreements reached with Israel and 
Egypt? 

Of course, a great deal of attention 
has been placed upon the Camp David 
Accords, and a great deal of public in
formation has been provided to edu
cate the public as to the necessity of 
backing up and supporting Israel and 
Egypt because of the dramatic steps 
they have taken. 

This amendment specifically pro
tects those two countries. But is that 
to say that those are the only trouble 
spots in the world? What of our rapid 
deployment forces, which we have 
been building up to protect the oil sup
plies of the free world? Are we to deci
mate that program? 

Just a few months ago, Prime Minis
ter Seaga of Jamaica came to this 
country officially as the first guest of 
President Reagan because of the 
progress being made in that area. 
Prime Minister Seaga could not possi
bly explain to his colleagues in the 
Caribbean why, a few months after 
the President of the United States has 
taken an initiative to create peace and 
stability in the Caribbean and to give 
them hope for forming democratic 
forms of government, in an orderly 
process of peace in that area, we would 
suddenly pull the rug out from under 
them, because this would not provide 
the money for the Caribbean Basin in
ititative. 

It was greeted with enthusiasm on 
the floor of the Senate. It has been 
greeted with enthusiasm by the busi
ness community of the United States 
of America. The largest association of 
commerce and industry in America, in 
Chicago, pledged the support of 12,000 
members for the Caribbean Basin ini
tiative. It is largely based upon encour
aging investments, encouraging a free 
trade area, and some aid. 

That $350 million is essential be
cause Venezuela is matching it with 
$600 million of oil. Canada and Mexico 
have joined. 

Are we to enter into partnerships 
with three great countries in our 
hemisphere to help other countries in 
this hemisphere create peace and sta
bility, and then, 3 or 4 months later, 
move away precipitately and pull the 

rug from under the President and the 
foreign policy of our country? I say no. 

Do we have assured peace and stabil
ity in the Far East? Are there other 
countries in the world we should con
sider, that we assist them to provide 
for their security and protection, 
backed up and reinforced by us? Or, as 
I said earlier today, are we willing to 
just say no, we are going to go it 
alone? We will just increase our own 
defense budget of $126 billion, and we 
will fight all the battles. How will we 
keep the world free? How will we keep 
the sea lanes open? How will we keep 
peace and stability? How can we ac
complish these basic goals if through 
mutual programs, economic and mili
tary, to other countries which are will
ing to offer their manpower, their as
sistance, and their help, provided they 
get a reasonable amount of help, 
which they can get, in many cases, 
only from the United States. 

So I say this amendment deserves to 
be tabled. I wish it would be with
drawn actually because I really cannot 
see how the distinguished Senator 
from Montana could face his own con
stituents. I recognize the widespread 
unemployment in this country, but we 
also have a question of security. Of 
the raw material supplied to our facto
ries, as I have mentioned earlier, 80 
percent of those raw materials come 
from other countries abroad. They 
have to cross the seas to get here. 

The large part of the markets that 
we are building abroad are only built 
in areas of security and peace, not 
areas of insecurity and warfare. It is to 
prevent that and provide a secure 
world that we offer the kind of assist
ance and help that the pending 
amendment would wipe out. 

For that reason I solidly support the 
tabling motion by the majority leader. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. PERCY. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi

dent, I listened to the argument of the 
distinguished chairman of the Foreign 
Relations Committee. I have heard 
him cite problems of Central America. 
I have heard him cite problems in the 
Caribbean where we are going to forti
fy Jamaicans. I have heard him cite 
examples with regard to the Middle 
East where in an effort to reach an 
accord that we really have not accom
plished yet we are proposing billions 
of dollars in arms sales. I have heard 
him cite a variety of so-called troubled 
spots around the world. 

I am also familiar with the fact that 
in addition to a sustantial increase in 
the foreign aid budget during this ad
ministration we are also facing record 
increases in military defense. 

My question of the Senator from Il
linois is very simply this: With his in
sight into the foreign policy of this ad
ministation that he alluded to, can he 



May 20, 1982 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 10899 
tell me do we ever reach a point at 
which we negotiate our foreign policy 
with policy rather than with money? 

Mr. PERCY. I think we have 
reached that stage. Obviously, there is 
not a free lunch. There is always a 
cost, but I think the cost to the Carib
bean initiatives, which would be wiped 
out by this amendment, is a very good 
example of an extremely small cost 
matched by three other countries who 
make relatively small our investment. 
Their investment is larger than ours, 
and the business community is back
ing this up by increasing trade, in
creasing investment, creating employ
ment. 

Just what is the cost to this country 
of the condition that we face in Haiti? 
These are not political refugees. They 
are economic refugees. 

Rev. Jesse Jackson has interviewed 
all of these people who are interned in 
our prisons, kept there at the expense 
of the U.S. Government. How do we 
stop thousands of people from fleeing 
from the utter poverty that they face 
in their nation? Reverend Jackson 
would say this is the best way to keep 
Haitians in Haiti, to give them a 
chance to have their own economic 
well-being in their country and not 
end up in detention camps here at con
siderable taxpayers' expense and con
siderable personal trauma to them. 

The expense of the Caribbean initia
tive is really modest when it comes to 
the investment the American enter
prise system has said they will make. 
Twelve thousand members of Chica
go's Association of Commerce and In
dustry in a book this thick has put out 
an analysis as to what this will mean 
to the ultimate well-being of the 
United States of America and its tax
payers for this small investment, and 
this is not just a big costly program. 
This is a modest program more than 
matched by money from Canada, 
Mexico, and Venezuela. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. With due 
deference to the chairman of the com
mittee, I am a cosponsor of the Carib
bean Basin initiative, but this country 
for 20-some years, ever since John F. 
Kennedy started this process, has 
been trying to buy foreign policy in 
the Caribbean, in Central America, 
and in South America, and we are 
worse off today than we were before. 

My only point to the Senator from 
Illinois is where is the policy on this? I 
would address the same question par
ticularly with regard to military assist
ance. I will not bring up my involve
ment on the Intelligence Committee in 
that regard. But I am getting very 
tired of seeing armed sales used as for
eign policy around this world, and I 
know this is not the place to debate 
the specifics of foreign aid. 

But I just have to say it bothers me 
a great deal to give this particular ad
ministration that much more money 

when we cannot find the policy behind 
the expenditure. 

Mr. PERCY. The policy is very clear, 
I think, in a country such as El Salva
dor. Here we have a country in the 
Western Hemisphere, close to the 
Panama Canal, vital to our own securi
ty interests, facing infiltration by 
forces that are certainly in opposition 
around the world to the interests of 
the United States of America. And 
where is the fertile soil in which they 
grow their seeds of discontent? This is 
a country which we know of 5 million 
people run by 11 families. Literally all 
of that land is owned by a handful of 
people. What is the opportunity for 
those people? The American policy 
that has been developed by the Presi
dent and Congress is that there should 
be six goals toward which any govern
ment that we support works, and we 
are working toward those goals, in
cluding a free election, which they 
have held, a democratically based gov
ernment, which they now have, an As
sembly and a President responsive to 
the people, less repression, land 
reform, economic reform, progress in 
human rights. 

That is a policy the architects of 
which have been the Congress of the 
United States and the President of the 
United States. 

We are working toward peace and 
stability in Central America with that 
policy, and the investment in money is 
very minuscule compared to the in
vestment of 5 million people now in 
land reform and economic reform that 
hopefully will bring peace and stabili
ty to that area vital to our own securi
ty. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. PERCY. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I obvi

ously do not want to cut anyone off. I 
also want to try to move along on this. 

I had announced earlier that at 
some appropriate time I would move 
to table this amendment. 

I conferred with a number of Sena
tors on both sides of the aisle, and 
there is a strong desire to have an up
or-down vote on this measure. It seems 
to me that after conferring with the 
chairman of the Foreign Relations 
Committee and the chairman of the 
Budget Committee, and others, we 
may expedite this matter by doing so. 

Therefore, I will not move to table, 
and as soon as Senators can bring 
themselves to end debate, I am pre
pared to have a vote up or down on 
this amendment. 

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, how 
much time does the Senator desire? 

Mr. HEINZ. Two minutes. 

Mr. PERCY. I am happy to yield 2 
minutes to the Senator from Pennsyl
vania. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Pennsylvania is recog
nized for 2 minutes. 

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, as I un
derstand the effect of this amend
ment, it would reduce outlays princi
pally in fiscal 1983 for a variety of 
international affairs of program areas. 
Those include the ones mentioned by 
the Senator from Illinois (Mr. PERCY), 
the chairman of the Foreign Relations 
Committee. He has pointed out what 
this would mean to our foreign eco
nomic, financial, and international se
curity assistance programs. 

I think he makes a number of very 
important and good points. 

We have to have a foreign policy in 
this country, and it may very well be 
that this would severely jeopardize 
what we are trying to do with our 
country's foreign policy. In this coun
try foreign policy has traditionally 
been bipartisan, and I must say I am 
sorry to see an effort here by someone 
on the other side of the aisle that in 
my judgment is not bipartisan at all. 

The second thing I wish to say, Mr. 
President, is that I see no way that 
this amendment would not affect our 
trade policy. That is because included 
in function 150 is a very substantial 
amount of budget authority and out
lays for the Eximbank. 

Mr. President, we are being slaugh
tered by imports in this country from 
overseas. Thanks to the proliferation 
of nontariff barriers, our exporters are 
being slaughtered by being shut out. 

A part of the trade problem that we 
face in some disarray, I am sorry to 
say, is the fact that the Europeans in 
particular, the French most specifical
ly but not exclusively, are engaged in 
an export credit war worldwide that is 
costing us tens of thousands of jobs. 
They are subsidizing their exports 
through export financing facilities. 
And if we do anything, Mr. President, 
that weakens the Export-Import 
Bank, because I believe this amend
ment does, we send the worst possible 
signal to the Europeans who have 
been asked to consider an offer right 
now from our Government to improve 
the so.:called international arrange
ment, to raise the floor on those inter
est rates that are now obviously artifi
cially low, depressed and subsidized, 
and if we were to agree to this amend
ment in this body we would on the 
issue of trade be committing unilateral 
disarmament in the midst of a trade 
war. 

Well, we do not advocate unilateral 
disarmament with the Soviet Union. 
Why should we advocate unilateral 
disarmament in trade vis-a-vis the 
French and the Europeans who subsi
dize it? 
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So, Mr. President, I ask my col

leagues to resoundingly defeat this 
amendment and to vote instead for a 
strong international posture and a 
strong trade policy for this country, a 
trade policy that is second to none. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
DURENBERGER). Who yields time? 

Mr. PERCY. I yield 5 minutes to the 
distinguished Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. GLENN. I thank the distin
guished floor manager, the Senator 
from Illinois. 

Mr. President, let us go back just a 
little bit to last fall. Last fall we 
passed a foreign aid bill that was to 
encompass 2 years. The President 
signed it in December. 

I think the President broke faith 
with us a little bit on this one because 
it was only here in January when he 
came in with a new bill for the fiscal 
year 1983 that obviously had to be put 
together at a time when we were 
marking up a bill that was supposed 1to 
last us for 2 years, fiscal 1982 and 
1983. 

Now that bill they have proposed is 
for an additional $1.6 billion. I think 
we should hold the line on what we 
have already approved. I hope we can. 
But that is not what is at issue here. 

What is at issue here is that while 
the budget authority we have now is 
$9.2 billion, the Senator from Mon
tana proposes a $2 billion reduction in 
our outlay figure, as I understand it, 
which is $7.3 billion, and cutting that 
off would mean we are making a 27-
percent reduction in actual funding. I 
repeat that, a 27-percent reduction in 
actual funding. 

That may be politically popular 
across the country. Nothing is more 
unpopular, in fact, than foreign aid. 
That is understandable at a time when 
we are being asked to approve cuts in 
benefits of $165 million for service
connected disabled veterans, $450 mil
lion reduction for low-income energy 
assistance, $2.2 billion in loans and 
grants for higher education, $247 mil
lion in child nutrition programs, $328 
million in education, $37.8 million in 
programs providing meals for older 
Americans, $600 million in energy R. 
& D. and the list goes on and on in 
what we are being asked to cut. 

So I am not for increasing foreign 
aid, let me make that very, very clear. 
But, at the same time, to say we will 
turn around, and no matter how politi
cally popular, reduce actual dollars 
going into foreign aid by 27 percent at 
this point means that they probably 
will come out of such things as the 
Inter-American Development Bank, 
which are under negotiation right 
now, coming up every 4 years. 

There are two windows there, one 
the capital window, as it is called, 
which is the long-term regular interest 
loans; the other is the Fund For Spe
cial Operations, FSO fund, which is 

the soft loan window, concessionary 
rates being given. 

The administration already has 
called for a cutback in support for 
that and is arguing, in the negotia
tions going on now for the next 4-year 
replenishment, that we go the bilater
al route, keep funds out of there. It is 
a natural place for them to cut, and 
yet at the same time those are the 
ones we have been able to negotiate 
with other countries and for every 
American dollar put into those funds 
we get about a $4 additional amount 
from other countries. 

So to cut these funds now would 
mean we lose that leverage because 
that is the place the administration 
would probably cut. We would lose 
that kind of 4-to-1 leverage. It does 
not make sense to cut this by 27 per
cent right now when we are at a very 
critical time in those negotiations. 

I repeat, I am not for expanding for
eign aid, but I certainly am not in 
favor of cutting it back some 27 or 28 
percent of the actual outlay figure 
with the $2 billion reduction the Sena
tor from Montana would propose. I 
think this would be a mistake. I think 
it would send all the wrong signals to 
people we have worked with and to 
those who are depending on some of 
these Bank funds and on the programs 
we have had running in the past, and 
it means that some of these programs 
would be absolutely decimated, they 
would just be wiped out. Once again 
the U.S. Government would be seen as 
a nonreliable partner in any of these 
efforts because we cut out 27 percent 
of the funding available for this 
coming year. 

I know the politically popular thing 
back home is probably to vote for this. 
But I would hope people would think 
of what the responsible vote is for our 
international relations, for the United 
States of America in the future, and 
defeat this amendment. I thank the 
Chair. 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me to clarify a 
point? 

Mr. GLENN. Certainly. I yielded the 
floor, but go ahead on your time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. GLENN. I yielded the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Montana is recognized. 
Mr. MELCHER. Will the Senator 

from Ohio yield to me for a question? 
Mr. GLENN. Certainly. 
Mr. MELCHER. When the Senator 

speaks of a cut of 27 percent in this 
function where the reduction is from 
roughly $12 billion down to $10 billion, 
is the Senator assuming that the re
duction in the function is going to 
come out of one group of categories or 
do you--

Mr. GLENN. I respond to the distin
guished Senator by saying it was my 
understanding from the earlier part of 

the debate to which I was listening 
that this comes out of our budget 
outlay figure, which is $7.3 billion, and 
a $2 billion cut on that would be about 
a 27 -percent reduction. 

Mr. PERCY addressed the Chair. 
Mr. MELCHER. May I respond. Do I 

still have the floor, Mr. President? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Montana. 
Mr. MELCHER. May I respond to 

my friend from Ohio that we are 
working with the budget resolution, 
we are working with function 150. We 
are taking the reduction out of the 
entire function and with the direction 
that Israel and Egypt be accordingly 
protected. We are dealing with page 6, 
line 18 of the budget resolution with 
$12.1 billion and reducing that to $10 
billion, which, I believe, is somewhat 
less than a 20-percent reduction. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that Senator HARRY F. BYRD, JR. 
be added as a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, just 
to repeat, we started in 1979 with an 

· appropriation of $6.1 billion for this 
budget function; $10 billion in 1981; 
$11 billion in 1982; and now we are 
being asked to increase that for 1982 
with an additional $400 million. So the 
amendment for this function, I repeat, 
cuts $400 million out of this fiscal 
year. 

It does not in the coming years of 
fiscal 1983, 1984, and 1985 do damage 
to the Export-Import Bank, the World 
Bank or any of the rest of the pro
grams. It just says there is a little belt 
tightening, that we are going to have 
$10 billion to cover this entire func
tion, and I do not think that is too 
much belt tightening. I think all of us 
really want to have our own national 
defense and be able to finance it. We 
are going to have to have a decent 
economy in this country to do so, and 
I think this small amount of belt 
tightening is entirely in order and does 
not devastate or dramatically change 
our program. 

I am ready to yield back the remain
der of my time if the other side is. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, in just a 
moment I can sum up what the Mel
cher amendment would do. It would 
require a $400 million cut in 1982 out
lays. It would eliminate the Presi
dent's Caribbean Basin initiative. It 
would cut 1983 outlays by $2.1 billion 
below the Budget Committee level, 
and the Budget Committee level is al
ready $1.3 billion below the Presi
dent's request. It would force elimina
tion of almost all security assistance to 
countries in the Caribbean, the Middle 
East, except to Israel and Egypt, and 
the rest of the world. 
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This would completely undercut the 

President's foreign policy and jeopard
ize our own national security. The 
Commander in Chief, the President of 
the United States, the Secretary of 
State, and the Secretary of Defense 
would certify to that fact. 

Does any Senator want to have that 
on his record? I, therefore, urge defeat 
of the Melcher amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. MELCHER. I yield back our 
time, and I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Illinois. 
Mr. PERCY. I yield back the re

mainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 

time having been yielded back, the 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Montana 
<Mr. MELCHER). The yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 

there any other Senators in the Cham
ber wishing to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 27, 
nays 73, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 128 Leg.] 
YEAS-27 

Abeln or 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Boren 
Burdick 
Byrd, 

Harry F., Jr. 
Cannon 
DeConcini 
Ex on 

Andrews 
Armstrong 
Baker 
Bid en 
Boschwitz 
Bradley 
Brady 
Bumpers 
Byrd, Robert C. 
Chafee 
Chiles 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Cranston 
D 'Amato 
Danforth 
Denton 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Durenberger 
Eagleton 
East 
Gam 

Ford 
Goldwater 
Grassley 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Helms 
Humphrey 
Long 
Melcher 
Nickles 

NAYS-73 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Hart 
Hatch 
Hawkins 
Hayakawa 
Heinz 
Hollings 
Huddleston 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Jepsen 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kasten 
Kennedy 
Laxalt 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lugar 
Mathias 
Matsunaga 
Mattingly 
McClure 
Metzenbaum 

Pressler 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Roth 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Symms 
Zorinsky 

Mitchell 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pell 
Percy 
Pryor 
Quayle 
Riegle 
Rudman 
Sarbanes 
Sasser 
Schmitt 
Simpson 
Specter 
Stafford 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tsongas 
Wallop 
Warner 
Weicker 

So Mr. MELCHER's amendment (UP 
No. 970) was rejected. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I under
stand that the distinguished Senator 
from Colorado <Mr. HART) will offer 
the next amendment. May I inquire of 
the Senator from Colorado and the 
chairman of the committee if we can 
get a time agreement of 40 minutes, to 
be equally divided? 

I understand the Senator from Colo
rado is agreeable to that. Is the man
ager of the bill? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the 
manager is agreeable. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I believe 
that has been cleared through our reg
ular process. I ask unanimous consent 
that on the next amendment, the Hart 
amendment, there be a time limitation 
of 40 minutes to be equally divided 
and controlled in the usual form; and 
that, following that debate, a vote will 
occur on the Hart amendment. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Reserv
ing the right to object, that will not 
preclude the Senator from Virginia 
and the Senator from New Mexico 
having a colloquy at this point, will it? 

Mr. BAKER. No, it will not, Mr. 
President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. 
President, will the distinguished chair
man of the Committee on the Budget 
permit me to ask several questions for 
clarification? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I shall be glad to 
yield time to the Senator from Virgin
ia on the bill. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. 
President, may I inquire of the Sena
tor from New Mexico, as I understand 
the pending resolution, the national 
debt-

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
cannot hear the distinguished Sena
tor. May we have order in the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. The Senate will be 
in order so the Senator from Virginia 
may make his request. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I thank 
the Chair. 

Mr. President, I inquire of the Sena
tor from New Mexico, as I understand 
the budget resolution, the public debt 
at the end of fiscal year 1983 is pro
jected to be $1.292 trillion. Is that 
figure correct? 

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. As I un
derstand also, as of today, the national 
debt is $1.065 trillion. I might say as of 
April 30, it was $1.065 trillion, which 
is, in essence, what it is today. 

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. If my 
arithmetic is correct, then, under this 
budget resolution, the national debt 

will increase by $227 billion during the 
next 1 year and 5 months. 

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Another 
way of putting it is the national debt 
will increase by 21 percent during the 
period of the next 17 months. 

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. 
President, if we go to fiscal year 1985 
under the budget resolution, the na
tional debt will be $1.533 trillion. 

Mr. DOMENICI. That is correct 
also, Mr. President. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. With the 
national debt today being $1.065 tril
lion, that means, does it not, that the 
national debt under the budget resolu
tion now before the Senate will in
crease by $468 billion? 

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. So an
other way of putting it is that during 
the next 3 years and 5 months, the Na
tion's public debt will increase by 44 
percent. 

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator is cor
rect again. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. May I 
ask, in another field, the spending in
crease-outlays-for 1981 over 1980 
was a 14-percent increase during that 
fiscal year, 1981 over 1980. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I do 
not have that memorized, but we shall 
check it. I assume it is right out of the 
budget book. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I think 
that is correct. If it is not, the Senator 
can let me know. 

Mr. President, the point I am getting 
to is--

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, it is 
13.9. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Which 
rounds off to 14 percent, 13.9. 

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. We come 
to the current fiscal year, 1982. I am 
trying to establish the increase in 
spending in 1982 over 1981 on a per
centage basis. My figuring is that the 
increase in 1982, taking into consider
ation the figures in the current budget 
resolution, will be 13 percent, a 13-per
cent increase in spending this year 
over last year. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, if we 
round it as we did before, the Senator 
is correct. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. So, Mr. 
President, contrary to the television 
commentators and the public percep
tion, not only has there not been a re
duction in spending; indeed, there has 
been only a minute reduction in the 
rate of increase in spending-namely, 
from 14 percent to 13 percent. Would 
the Senator agree that that is correct? 
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Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator is cor

rect. 
Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I thank 

the Senator. 
Mr. CHAFEE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

should like to say to my good friend, 
the senior Senator from Virginia, what 
I would like to do and I shall put it in 
the RECORD. 

I should like to take 1983, 1984, and 
1985, and tell him that if we did not 
adopt this budget, I would like to tell 
the Senate how much larger the defi
cits would be than those which the 
Senator has so aptly projected here. 
As the Senator from Virginia knows, 
the Senator from New Mexico thinks 
that is a big deficit. His perception is 
correct; the budget is not coming 
down, with an increase of 1983 over 
1982 or 1982 over 1981. But I think it 
is imperative that we all know what 
those deficits will be if we do nothing, 
if we leave everything alone. That 
would be a very revealing bit of infor
mation. 

I am sure the Senator would be very 
interested in it and I shall put that in 
the RECORD at this point. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
table to which I have referred. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Fiscal year: 

BUDGET DEFICITS 

Actual Baseline 
estimate 

S. Con. 
Res. 92 Difference 

1980 ........... - 59.6 ............................. .......................... .. . 

~m ::::::::::::::: .......................... ~.~~ :~ .. ···=119:3·······:._ mT············T6 
1983 ............................ .......................... - 182.0 - 115.4 66.6 
1984 ........................................................ - 216.0 - 91.3 124.7 
1985 ···················· ············ ······· ················· -232.5 - 64.4 168.1 

PERCENT CHANGE IN OUTLAYS FISCAL YEAR 1980-85 

Percent change over previous year 

Actual Baseline S. Con. 
estimate Res. 92 

Fiscal year: 
1980 ························· ················· 17.5 ..................................... . 
1981........................................................ 14.0 ............................... . 
1982 ............................... ................................ ............. 12.9 12.7 
1983.................................................... .. ..... 11.4 5.8 
1984 ..... ························· ···· ························· ··············· 11.0 6.2 
1985 .. ... ............................................. 10.3 6.9 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. That will 
be fine. I think it has been ironic that 
the President is being condemned and 
Congress, to a degree, is being con
demned for the public perception that 
there has been a reduction in spending 
when, of course, as all of us know, 
there has been no reduction in spend
ing. I do believe that most Members of 
Congress have been under the impres
sion that there has been a substantial 
reduction in the rate of increase in 
spending. However, that is not the sit
uation, as has just been established by 

the able chairman of the Committee 
on the Budget. 

Despite the tremendous effort made 
last year by the President and by 
members of the Budget Committee 
and of the Senate, the rate of increase 
in spending for the current year is 13 
percent, and that is a minuscule reduc
tion from the 14 percent rate of in
crease the year before. 

The Senator from Virginia, I must 
say, is deeply alarmed at this contin
ued high rate of increase in spending 
and deeply alarmed at the magnitude 
of the deficits. I do not see how we can 
get interest rates down when the Gov
ernment will go into the money mar
kets for such huge sums to finance 
deficits which will aggregate $468 bil
lion during the period of 3 years and 5 
months. 

May I ask the Senator one addition
al question. In regard to the increase 
in the national debt going to $1.292 
trillion by the end of fiscal 1983; 
namely, 1 year and 5 months hence, 
the deficits as listed in the budget res
olution do not add up to that figure of 
$227 billion by which the debt will be 
increased. Of course, that 227 figure 
includes the offbudget deficits, does it 
not? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes, the Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. It in
cludes both the budget deficits and 
the offbudget deficits? 

Mr. DOMENICI. That is correct. 
Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Will the 

Senator indicate what the offbudget 
deficits are estimated to be for fiscal 
1982, fiscal 1983? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
again have to have the staff look that 
up for me. I will be glad to do that. If 
the Senator wants, we will put it in 
the RECORD as part of my closing collo
quy. As soon as they figure that out 
for us, we will do that, if it is all right 
with the Senator. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Good, if 
the Senator could put it in at this 
point. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes, indeed, we 
will. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I thank 
the Senator. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I say to my friend, 
the Senator has in a very succinct way 
pointed out to the Senate, to the 
American people, that the notion 
rampant across the land that the 
budget is being dramatically reduced, 
programs are being greatly cut, is just 
not true. I would add, however, that 
the part of the budget that we have 
not adequately addressed is the part 
that is called uncontrollable. Some do 
not like us to call them entitlements 
or uncontrollable entitlements because 
our people look and say, "You control 
everything so why do you not control 
them?" But the point I would like to 
make is that, for whatever, reason, 
programs like medicare, when some-

body qualifies, you pay the bill we call 
an entitlement because either the 
person or the situation has created an 
entitlement. When you find a program 
growing at 19 percent a year with in
flation down at 4 or 5, and when you 
have many of those programs in
dexed-with a consumer price index 
that we know is not measuring infla
tion accurately you have billions of 
dollars in those types of programs. 
Spending of this type adds up quickly. 

I think in fairness we have to add 
that, during the episode that the Sen
ator is referring to, we are increasing 
defense dramatically, and that is in 
the budget. It is not immune from the 
statement that the budget is growing. 
It is in the budget and it is a major 
source of the growth in that budget. 

I hope that the Senator would even
tually join with the Senator from New 
Mexico and others and resist efforts to 
take items like social security and 
medicare disability funds offbudget. I 
think we can find ways to account for 
them so people know precisely where 
they are. But we will encounter this 
debate with those who want to take 
that offbudget. If we took these trust 
funds and said, "Well, they will not be 
on the budget anymore," then we 
would fundamentally change the defi
nition of onbudget and offbudget as 
we know it today. 

We would be saying, "Well, these 
issues are not within our jurisdiction. 
You better . call somebody else over 
here and talk with them, because they 
do not belong to us." 

I do not know if the Senator has 
given this issue any thought, but I just 
use this occasion to say we had better 
keep these trust funds onbudget so 
that we can exercise proper legislative 
responsibility to see that these funds 
are managed prudently and that the 
benefits that are provided under these 
trust funds are paid. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. There is 
only one valid argument that I can see 
for segregating the social security 
trust fund from the budget itself, and 
that argument is this: None of those 
funds are from general revenue, gener
al taxation. They are from the em
ployer and the employee. None comes 
from the Government as such. When 
Lyndon Johnson decided to incorpo
rate the trust funds and have a unified 
budget, I opposed that. The reason he 
did that was to make the deficits 
appear to be less in operating the Gov
ernment than they really were; the 
trust funds were running a surplus. 

I think today I would agree with the 
Senator from New Mexico. This is not 
the right time to take the social secu
rity trust funds outside of the budget. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Because they are 
running a deficit, or at least those 
trust funds are not running a big sur
plus. 
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Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. That 

was not my reasoning, however. My 
reasoning is that if we do that, it is 
going to appear and the real purpose 
will be to camouflage and distort the 
budget as we have operated under it 
for the past 12 or 14 years. So I think, 
even if the argument is in favor, this is 
not the time to do it. I would be in
clined to support the position of the 
distinguished Senator from New 
Mexico in that regard. As a matter of 
fact, I think there are too many off
budget items now. 

Has the Senator had a chance to get 
those offbudget figures? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes, Senator. For 
the year 1981, the offbudget contribu
tion to the deficit is $19.8 billion; for 
the 1982, the offbudget contribution is 
$21.4 billion; for 1983, the offbudget 
contribution is $20.7 billion; in 1984 it 
is $20.2 billion; of course, the estimate 
for fiscal year 1982 through fiscal year 
1985 projections. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. If we 
take the fiscal year 1983 increase in 
the public debt, the deficit for that 
year is-I think your new figure is 
$116 billion; is it not? 

Mr. DOMENICI. $115.4 billion. 
Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. In round 

figures $115 billion. That leaves $112 
billion. 

May I ask where is that other $112 
billion? $21 billion is in offbudget 
items. That still leaves about $90 bil
lion. 

Mr. DOMENICI. The total increase 
in the public debt for fiscal year 1983 
is $147.9 billion under the resolution 
as it now stands. This is composed of 
$115.4 billion for unified budget defi
cit, $21.4 billion for offbudget financ
ing and $11.1 for trust fund surplus 
balances. In addition, I should like to 
give the Senator the number, showing 
the percent growth that was occurring 
in the Federal budget, if the economic 
assumptions and if all the reductions 
are carried out by Congress. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. A very 
dubious assumption. 

Mr. DOMENICI. The latter is a du
bious assumption. The growth rate 
would be 5.8 percent, 1983 over 1982; 
6.2 percent, 1984 over 1983; and 6.9 
percent, 1985 over 1984. That is a sig
nificant drop. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Is it not 
correct, however-since the Senator 
has brought up the matter-that this 
time last year, the first budget resolu
tion projected an increase in spending 
of 6 percent and we now learn it is 13 
percent? 

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I also 
point out what I call the factor 44. If 
we go back 3 years, we will find that in 
each of those 3 fiscal years, the first 
budget resolution underestimated 
spending by $44 billion. That occurred 
3 years in a row, including this current 

fiscal year. So if that factor of 44 con
tinues on, we can see that not very 
substantial progress will be made. 

I am not critical of the Senator from 
New Mexico, because it is very diffi
cult to estimate these expenditures. I 
realize that. I know how conscientious 
and dedicated he is and how hard the 
chairman of the committee has 
worked to hold down these huge defi
cits. Nevertheless, the fact is that 
there has been virtually no reduction 
in the rate of increase in spending to 
date. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have print
ed in the RECORD the information with 
respect to the total makeup of the 
deficits, about which the Senator from 
Virginia inquired. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

COMPOSITION OF PUBUC DEBT 
[Dollars in billions] 

Debt ~s:r~~f~~.~ .:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : :: : :: : : 
~~fu~:: ::: :: : :: : ::::::::: :~:: ::::::::::::: ::::: : :: :: :::::::::::::::: 

Debt fiscal year 1982 ..................................................... . 
Unified .................................................................... . 

~fu~:::::::::::: : :: : :::::::::: :::::::: : :: : :: : ::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Debt fiscal year 1983 ..................................................... . 

Unified .................................................................... . 

~fu~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Debt fiscal year 1984 ..................................................... . 

Unified .................................................................... . 

~~~dfu~::::::::::::::::::: :: :: : ::::::: : : : : : ::: : :: : :::::::: : :: : ::::::::: 
Debt fiscal year 1985 ..................................................... . 

Level Change 

1.079.8 ................. . 
117.7 ................. . 

19.8 ................. . 
7.9 64.4 

1.144.2 ................. . 
115.4 ................. . 
21.4 ................. . 
11.1 147.8 

1,292.1 ................. . 
91.3 ................. . 
20.7 ·················· 
15.9 127.8 

1,420.0 ...... . 
64.2 ................. . 
20.2 ·················· 
28.6 ................. . 

1,533.2 113.2 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, will 
the distinguished manager of the reso
lution yield me 2 minutes on the com
mittee's time, for a colloquy? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I am pleased to 
yield 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Rhode Island. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Am I correct in as
suming that $434 million of the $1.5 
billion in deferrals has been added 
back into the budget resolution specif
ically to fund Department of Energy 
activities? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes; that is correct. 
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I have 

discussed this matter with the distin
guished chairman of the Budget Com
mittee and understand that the 
budget resolution is not an appropri
ate vehicle to earmark these funds
$434 million-for specific programs 
within the Department of Energy. 
That is a prerogative of the Appro
priations Committee which will be de
ciding these matters over the course of 
the summer. 

However, I should like to point out 
for the benefit of my colleagues that 
the $434 million which is now con
tained within the resolution is, in fact, 
being used in fiscal year 1982 to fund 
specific fossil energy and energy con-

servation programs. It is my strong 
personal desire for the Congress to 
continue to use these funds to support 
continuation of these important pro
grams. 

I submit for the REcoRD a table illus
trating how this $434 million is pres
ently divided among specific DOE pro
grams. I also introduce a more detailed 
table illustrating the impact of such 
funds on energy conservation activities 
within DOE. 

Clearly, 63 percent of the conserva
tion budget, $241 million, is comprised 
of deferred moneys. 

If activities such as the low-income 
weatherization program and the 
schools and hospitals conservation 
program are to continue in fiscal year 
1983, it is imperative that budget 
levels include deferred moneys. In my 
mind, these programs are critical to 
maintain a balanced energy policy 
and, at the same time, they are impor
tant to maximize money spent for the 
low-income fuel assistance program. 

In my home State of Rhode Island, 
for example, weatherization efforts 
have enabled us to save 18 cents out of 
every $1 of low-income fuel assistance 
funds, and I am very pleased to see 
that we have provided in the fiscal 
year 1983 budget resolution for the 
continued existence of the weatheriza
tion program. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
material to which I have referred. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

DOE PROGRAMS FUNDED IN WHOLE OR IN PART FROM 
DEFERRAL/TRANSFER FUNDS IN FISCAL YEAR 1982 

[Millions of dollars] 

1983 1984 1985 

Fossil energy R. & D: 
BA ........................................................................ . 
0 ................................ ........................................... . 

Fosil energy construction: 
BA .............. .................. ...................................... . 
0 ........................................................................... . 

Energy supply R. & D. operating: 
BA .....................................•.•................................. 115 115 115 
0 ............. .. ............................................................ . 75 105 115 

Energy supply R. & D. plant capital: 
BA ........................................................................ . 22 22 22 
0 ........................................................................... . 7 17 22 

Energy conservation: 
BA .............................................................•........... 241 241 241 
0 ......................................................................... .. . 63 184 241 

Economic regulation: 
BA .........................•............................................... 38 38 38 
0 ........................................................................... . 26 33 33 

Total: 
BA ..••........•.............•.•.......................... 434 427 427 
0 ................... ..................................... . 179 353 422 

BREAKDOWN OF ENERGY CONSERVATION FUNDING FISCAL 
YEAR 1982 

[Millions of dollars] 

Fiscal year-

1982 I 1981 2 1983 3 

Conservation ~rants: 
Weathenzalion ................................................ 32,893 111.107 144.0 

t~~~~~:iOO··se-,v;ce:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ... ~~:~~.. ~:: 2~:~ 
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BREAKDOWN OF ENERGY CONSERVATION FUNDING FISCAL 

YEAR 1982-Continued 
[Millions of dollars) 

Fiscal year-

1982 I 1981 2 1983 3 

Schools and hospitals............. .. ...... ........... ......... ..... ..... 48,000 48.0 
Appropriation technology........... 2,880 ................ 2.88 
Energy inventions 4,784 400 5.184 
Program direction ...... .. ........... 6,310 .. .............. 6.31 

Subtotal.......... . ... ... ... ..... 61 ,867 178,107 239,974 
Conservation R. & D.: 

~~~~i~f~ : : : : :: :: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 3~ :m !~:§6~ ~a~~ 
Transportation ................................................. 37,944 21,000 58.944 
Energy conservation utility technology............ 384 7,843 8.227 
Program direction ................ 182 ..... ........... .182 

Subtotal ......... .......... ...................... 81 ,203 62,663 143.87 
Conservation funding: 

Grants ........................ . .............. 61,867 178,107 239.974 
R. & 0........................ .. . .. ..... 81,203 62,663 143.870 

Total. ................ .. ... .. . .... . 143,070 240,770 383.844 

1 New appropriations. 
2 Deferrals to fiscal year 1982. 
3 Total new obligational authority. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CHAFEE. I yield. 
Mr. HART. Mr. President, I had 

been prepared to offer an amendment 
to achieve the objectives the Senator 
from Rhode Island and I both wanted, 
and that is to continue energy conser
vation and alternative energy pro
grams at the level of the 1982 budget. 
Since the Budget Committee has 
agreed to adopt this policy, I join my 
colleague from Rhode Island in con
gratulating the committee and urging 
the Energy Department to go forward 
with these funds to achieve these ob
jectives. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to join 
my colleagues in pointing out the sig
nificance of restoring funds for energy 
programs. The modified budget resolu
tion, unlike the original committee 
resolution, allows continuation of all 
energy programs at the actual fiscal 
year 1982level. 

As my colleagues know, if the modi
fied budget resolution had not includ
ed this change, I was going too offer, 
with Senators TSONGAS, CRANSTON, and 
BRADLEY, an amendment to make this 
change. 

The increased funding is $434 mil
lion in budget authority and $179 mil
lion in outlays. Without this increase, 
it would not have been possible to con
tinue even the current very modest 
amount of funding for conservation 
and research into alternative energy 
supplies. These activities, while the 
most cost-effective in reducing our de
pendence on costly and insecure for
eign oil, are not supported by the ad
ministration and would likely be the 
first programs cut if there were to be 
any reductions in the current level of 
appropriations on all energy programs. 

Mr. President, while the modified 
budget resolution does restore the 
minimal commitment to energy pro
grams, especially energy conservation 
programs, which was the purpose of 
the amendment I prepared, we should 

not delude ourselves that this modest 
change itself will bring about an ade
quate balance in our Federal energy 
efforts. The increase in budget author
ity will prevent energy conservation 
programs from being curtailed, but it 
will not guarantee what I hope the 
Appropriations Committee will 
achieve: shifting the Federal govern
ment's energy priorities, away from 
the relative costly and inefficient nu
clear programs favored by the admin
istration and toward a more even bal
ance of programs more likely to end 
our dangerous addiction to imported 
oil. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished chairman of the 
committee. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
say to the Senator from Rhode Island 
that it is a privilege to work with him 
on a matter such as this. He knows, 
and he properly indicated, that we add 
a lump sum to that energy function. 
We do not earmark, as we indicated. 
The Senator from Rhode Island has 
clearly and succinctly stated that if 
the appropriators choose to, they can 
accomplish these kinds of program
matic add-ons within the number we 
submitted in our amended budget, 
which the Senator helped us prepare. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I thank the Senator 
very much for his comments and as
sistance. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
yield to the distinguished Senator 
from Vermont. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I 
thank my friend and colleague, the 
distinguished chairman of the Budget 
Committee, for yielding. 

Mr. President, I want to indicate my 
strong support for the provisions con
tained in the modified budget resolu
tion offered by Senators DOMENICI and 
BAKER with regard to the guaranteed 
student loan program. I had serious 
objections to the amount of GSL sav
ings which the original resolution re
ported by the Budget Committee re
quired the Senate to achieve, and I am 
pleased that a compromise has been 
worked out. This compromise incorpo
rates, I am assured by the chairman of 
the Budget Committee, the amend
ment I would have offered to the origi
nal resolution to restore GSL funding 
to allow for current law operation of 
the program. 

The new version of Senate Concur
rent Resolution 92 provides for in
creases above the original resolution 
levels for GSL, adding $289 million in 
budget authority and $144 million in 
outlays in fiscal year 1983; $819 mil
lion in budget authority and $684 mil
lion in outlays in fiscal year 1984; and 
$1.29 billion in budget authority and 
$1.173 billion in outlays in fiscal year 
1985, and will insure that the Labor 
and Human Resources Committee will 
not be required to report changes in 
the GSL program. 

Are those figures correct? 
Mr. DOMENICI. Yes; my staff has 

reviewed them and has informed me 
that they are correct, and I am pre
pared to so indicate. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I thank the Sena
tor. 

Mr. President, this compromise will 
enable the guaranteed student loan 
program to operate without further 
changes for the 1983 fiscal year, and 
will enable millions of students to plan 
the financing of their higher educa
tion without fear of being denied 
access to a loan or incurring unreason
able levels of debt. I recognize the con
cerns of the chairman of the Budget 
Committee with the cost of the GSL 
program, but I assure him that the 
provisions of the Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliation Act of last year have 
successfully curtailed the cost of the 
program without jeopardizing its very 
existence. We will continue to see the 
impact of these savings in future 
years. 

I want to especially thank the 21 of 
my colleagues who agreed to join in 
cosponsorship of my amendment
Senators D' AMATO, DANFORTH, HEINZ, 
WEICKER, ROTH, JEPSEN, PRESSLER, 
PELL, BURDICK, MOYNIHAN, RANDOLPH, 
LEVIN, RIEGLE, BRADLEY, MELCHER, 
TSONGAS, HUDDLESTON, MATSUNAGA, 
CRANSTON, CANNON, and FORD. Their 
strong interest in maintaining a strong 
and viable guaranteed student loan 
program reaffirms the bipartisan sup
port which has characterized the Fed
eral student aid programs since their 
inception. 

There is no way we as a nation can 
remain competitive with other coun
tries if we neglect the education of our 
young people. The cost of higher edu
cation is so great today that many pro
spective students are unwilling to risk 
incurring debt to attend college, par
ticularly ' given the uncertain job 
market which they face upon gradua
tion. The Federal Government should 
not be compounding the od~ against 
students and their families by chang
ing the GSL program to increase their 
financial burden, and I applaud the 
wisdom of my colleagues in adopting 
the provisions of my amendment. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
understand that Senator HART is pre
pared to proceed with his amendment, 
and I designate the junior Senator 
from Colorado (Mr. ARMSTRONG) to 
manage the resolution for our side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Colorado. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 971 

<Purpose: To add additional funds for 
compensatory education> 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk an amendment and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 
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The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Colorado <Mr. HART), 

for himself and Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. RAN
DOLPH, Mr. BRADLEY, Mr. LEviN, Mr. RIEGLE, 
Mr. STAFFORD, Mr. DURENBERGER, and Mr. 
BIDEN, proposes an unprinted amendment 
numbered 971. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 2, beginning with line 15, strike 

out through line 1 on page 3 and insert the 
following: 

(2) The appropriate levels of total new 
budget authority are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1982: $777,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1983: $835,303,700,000 plus 

$300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1984: $897,006,200,000 plus 

$600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: $972,808,700,000 plus 

$900,000,000. 
<3> The appropriate levels of total budget 

outlays are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1982: $740,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1983: $783,603,700,000. 
Fiscal year 1984: $832,306,200,000 plus 

$300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: $889,408,700,000 plus 

$600,000,000. 
On page 3, strike out lines 6 through 8 

and insert the following: 
Fiscal year 1983: $115,403,700,000 plus 

$16,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1984: $91,306,200,000 plus 

$300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: $64,408,700,000 plus 

$600,000,000. 
On page 14, strike out lines 10 through 12 

and insert the following: 
Fiscal year 1983: 
<A> New budget authority, $26,500,000,000 

plus $303,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $27,000,000,000. 
On page 14, strike out lines 19 through 24 

and insert the following: 
Fiscal year 1984: 
<A> New budget authority, $26,700,000,000 

plus $600,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $26,900,000,000 plus 

$300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: 
<A> New budget authority, $26,400,000,000 

plus $900,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $26,500,000,000 plus 

$500,000,000. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, this 
amendment is designed to achieve two 
fundamental objectives-that is, to re
store certain minimal funds to contin
ue title I compensatory education pro
grams, and to achieve the same objec
tive with regard to education for the 
handicapped. This amendment encom
passes both those objectives. It repre
sents, for all practical purposes, two 
parts of the four- or five-part amend
ment offered by the Senator from New 
Jersey (Mr. BRADLEY) last night, an 
amendment which was rejected very 
narrowly. 

Mr. President, by way of review, let 
me just state, first of all, what the 
title I program achieves. Title I pro
vides compensatory education for dis
advantaged children. It is a clear-cut 
example of a Federal program that 

works in meeting a very demonstrated 
and clear-cut need. 

Title I provides special help in read
ing and mathematics to low-achieving 
elementary students in low-income 
school districts. 

The resolution presently on the 
floor freezes title I funding at the 
fiscal year 1982 continuing resolution 
level. The result of this would be a 20-
percent loss in purchasing power over 
and above the $400 million cut in title 
I funding enacted last year. 

The purpose of the amendment 
which I have just submitted on behalf 
of myself and cosponsors on both sides 
of the aisle restores modest funding to 
title I, in my judgment much less than 
required to meet the need for compen
satory education in this country. In 
fiscal year 1983 this amendment would 
increase budget authority by $200 mil
lion, to $3.1 billion. It would increase 
outlays by $16 million for title I. That 
level is substantially lower than the 
$3.4 billion authorized through recon
ciliation last year. As I have indicated 
in budget outlays for fiscal year 1983 
it is a mere $16 million increase. 

This amendment is intended as a 
compromise which can be agreed to by 
the Senate under the very harsh 
budget realities that we face. 

Briefly, let me summarize the record 
under title I. 

Since 1965 title I has provided funds 
to 87 percent of the Nation's school 
districts to provide special help to stu
dents whose test scores show they are 
not working at or near the level of 
other children their age. 

Presently, only 45 percent of the 11 
million children who need this help 
are actually receiving it, due to insuffi
cient funding. In other words, this as
sistance is less than half the level 
needed to solve a serious education 
problem in this country which pur
ports to be an education leader of the 
world. Even with this low funding 
level, 87 percent of the school districts 
in the country receive some help. 

For those who do participate in the 
program, title I provides necessary 
skills during the child's most forma
tive years in school. It gives these chil
dren an honest chance to lead produc
tive lives and nip in the bud the cycle 
of dependency before it begins. 

Experts have almost uniformly 
agreed that this program has worked 
and worked very well for the last 17 
years. One study cited by the Depart
ment of Education reports that title I 
students show achievement gains as 
high as 75 percent. Title I students 
continue to do better than students 
who do not receive compensatory edu
cation uniformly across the board. 

Even this administration has attest
ed to the effectiveness of title I. Edu
cation Secretary Bell told Congress 
last year, "Title I programs are suc
cessful," and that is a quote from his 
testimony. 

Under other economic conditions, 
title I's funding should substantially 
be increased, but within this budget 
we should at a minimum be spared 
from further reductions. This amend
ment accomplishes this goal by provid
ing moderate increases so that current 
levels of service can be maintained. 

The second part of the amendment 
which I have offered, Mr. President, is 
directed toward minimal assistance for 
education for the handicapped. The 
Budget Committee freezes this pro
gram for the next 3 years at fiscal 
1982 levels. About 4 million students 
are served by this program. This rep
resents about $200 of Federal funds 
for each handicapped student, less 
than 10 percent of the cost of educat
ing a handicapped student overall. 

The Federal law, Mr. President, 
mandates that schools must provide 
an appropriate education for the 
handicapped. Therefore, Federal cut
backs will not reduce the number of 
students served. They will just force 
schools to increase spending to make 
up for Federal cutbacks out of State 
and local funds. We know these school 
systems are already financially 
strapped and, therefore, what happens 
when the 10 percent of Federal assist
ance is further reduced is that the 
handicapped children in our society 
receive even less adequate education. 

Mr. President, in conclusion in argu
ing for this amendment, let me point 
out that in the past we have all viewed 
education as a necessity and not a 
luxury. But today as America is tested 
and challenged as never before, educa
tion is more than a necessity. It is ave
hicle for national survival. We cannot 
compete in the world of the eighties 
and nineties without an adequate edu
cation base for all students in our soci
ety, not just for the most advantaged. 
We have to recognize that to have an 
expanding economy, to have economic 
growth, and finally, to have national 
security, not just economic security, 
but national security, we have to have 
a better trained and better educated 
citizenry. 

Those of us who served on the 
Armed Services Committee, and the 
Senator from South Carolina has fol
lowed defense issues for many years, 
know that one of the problems we are 
facing in the security of this country is 
that we are sending people into our 
Armed Forces under the All-Volunteer 
Force who are not adequately educat
ed to operate the sophisticated weap
ons systems of today and tomorrow. If 
we are serious about national security. 
and we say that we are going to spend 
$1.6 trillion on defense in the next 5 
years, what difference does it make to 
buy the most sophisticated weapons 
that the laboratories can turn out but 
send people out to man, operate, and 
maintain those weapons systems who 
cannot even do it? 
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So what we are doing is rewriting 

the defense manuals for operation of 
weapon systems at lower and lower 
education levels to accommodate the 
lower training levels, skill levels, and 
education levels of people who we are 
bringing into our Armed Forces. That 
is not sound national security. 

And it is also not sound education 
and economic investment. We cannot 
compete with the Japanese and the 
Germans and others, our principal 
economic competitors who are turning 
out a better educated and better 
skilled work force to compete in the 
world marketplace, while we contin
ually cut and slash at the education 
base and the education skill levels of 
the average Americans who we hope 
will comprise the work force of the 
future. 

So, Mr. President, I am arguing for 
this amendment, not only on economic 
grounds and grounds of economic se
curity; I am arguing on grounds of na
tional security and adequate national 
defense but most of all, Mr. President, 
I am arguing on moral grounds. We 
are not the society we purport to be or 
we hope to be or that we say we ought 
to be when we disadvantage those at 
the bottom of the economic ladder, 
take away their chance to compete 
and to have adequate economic oppor
tunities in our society, or to take away 
the funding for handicapped children 
in this society. 

So, I hope my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle will see the wisdom in 
a modest restoration of the funds that 
are needed for all these purposes for 
the disadvantaged, for the handi
capped, and for those who need com
pensatory education. 

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator 
from Vermont. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished Senator from 
Colorado for yielding. 

Mr. President, I was anguished, 
having served as chairman of the Sub
committee on Education and Arts and 
Humanities in this Congress, to find 
myself in a position where I had to 
vote against the Bradley amendment 
last night. There were two elements in 
that amendment that I particularly 
disliked having to vote against, the 
program increase for handicapped 
children and the proposed increase for 
disadvantaged children, title I of 
ESEA. 

So, I feel it necessary to rise in sup
port of the amendment which the dis
tinguished Senator from Colorado has 
proposed and which I have cospon
sored. 

Mr. President, our amendment 
would increase funding for the title I 
and education of the handicapped pro
grams by $300 million in fiscal year 
1983; $600 million in fiscal year 1984; 
and $900 million in fiscal year 1985, all 
in terms of budget authority. Actual 
outlays in these years will be substan-

tially less. These increases would bring 
these important programs up to a cur
rent policy level, only a slight increase 
over what would be allocated by the 
Budget Committee in these important 
areas. 

This amendment is especially impor
tant because I feel very strongly that 
the education of our disadvantaged 
and handicapped children should be of 
the highest budgetary priority. I do 
wish to say emphatically that Senator 
DOMENICI, as chairman, and other 
members of the committee deserve a 
great deal of gratitude and a great 
deal of respect for the efforts they 
have made in Senate Concurrent Reso
lution 92 for Federal elementary and 
secondary education programs. The 
funding recommendations in these 
areas contained in the budget resolu
tion are well above the fiscal year 1983 
recommendations made by the admin
istration, as they should be, and I rec
ognize and am grateful for that fact. 

However, the need for funding in 
these areas of national priority are 
very real. We have a tremendous re
sponsibility to insure tht our handi
capped and disadvantaged children 
have an education that will enable 
them to share in the fullest fruits of 
our society to the greatest of their 
abilities. Local school administrators 
have told me repeatedly that they 
have a very difficult time meeting the 
Federal requirements, in particular, of 
Public Law 94-142, the Education of 
All Handicapped Children Act, with 
the limited amount of Federal funding 
provided. In 1975, when this important 
legislation was passed, the law stated 
that the Federal responsibility would 
provide 40 percent of the funds neces
sary to educate a handicapped child. 
Obviously, this promise has not been 
kept, and last year the Federal contri
bution amounted to only 12 percent. 
Our amendment would provide some 
slight relief for fiscally constrained 
school districts to educate these stu
dents, and would help insure that the 
education of the disadvantaged and 
the handicapped remains a Federal 
priority. 

Mr. President, I want to join with 
and be associated with the very able 
statement made by the principal spon
sor of this amendment, the distin
guished Senator from Colorado. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. HART. Mr. President, how 

much time remains for the amend
ment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
ANDREWS). The Senator has 7 minutes 
and 48 seconds. 

Mr. HART. I yield 5 minutes to the 
Senator from South Carolina. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Carolina is recog
nized. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank my distin
guished colleague. 

Some years back Senator Robert 
Kennedy came traveling south into 
the poverty areas of Mississippi and 
South Carolina. I, in turn, traveled to 
Bedford-Stuyvesant, Harlem, and vari
ous poverty areas in his State. There is 
poverty in all corners of the United 
States. Poverty is just not a regional 
thing. If I refer to it here now in are
gional sense, it is because I know it in
timately and I know what title I has 
done to alleviate poverty. 

Our social programs interrelate. We 
established the WIC feeding program 
for the poor expectant mother, to 
insure that healthy children are born. 
You have to have a physically sound 
body in order to learn. 

The only way to break the poverty 
cycle is first through a sound nutrition 
program for the expectant mother, 
then the child health care programs, 
and school lunches, and then at the el
ementary and secondary level, title I 
takes over and helps the child who has 
been falling behind or has not had the 
opportunity of Head Start. 

Many of the youngsters in the 
United States today are TV educated. 
But I can tell you I have traveled 
miles and miles through sections of 
my own State where they have never 
seen a TV screen, have never turned a 
page of a book, do not know the alpha
bet; they are grown and healthy and 
ready to go, but they will never be able 
to keep up with their peers whatso
ever. And these kids come from areas 
that have low capital income which is 
another catch-22 situation. 

So the National Government some 
years back created a new special pro
gram-title I for the disadvantaged. 
We launched this particular program 
to help these kids catch up. Whether 
you are a Republican or Democrat, 
conservative or liberal, I categorically 
challenge anyone to say that the pro
gram does not work, or that there are 
tons of waste, fraud, and abuse in this 
program. 

To the contrary, it works, it is suc
cessful, and it pays off. 

We cut title I by $400 million in 1981 
and $200 million last year, and this 
budget freezes it across the board for 
the next 3 years. These cuts may ne
cessitate terminating 1 million chil
dren from title I, children who will not 
receive this kind of remedial reading, 
extra coaching, extra counseling, and 
special care. I think it is just poor eco
nomics, and I would plead with my col
leagues. I tried to restore funds for 
title I in the Budget Committee; we 
only lost by one vote. I would hope on 
the floor of the Senate you will give 
more careful consideration to the title 
I program. 

Title I is an investment we cannot 
afford not to fund. 

Similarly, with respect to the handi
capped, let us not play monkeyshines 
with the States. We hear all this talk 
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of New Federalism. We cannot offload 
the responsibility by cutting funding 
for the handicapped and then by Fed
eral statute continue to require the 
States to provide an appropriate edu
cation for the handicapped. 

If we cut education for the handi
capped we are just forcing schools to 
increase their share of the costs, be
cause the handicapped students must 
receive an education. This budget by 
way of sleight of hand merely passes 
costs on to the States which have had, 
incidentally, the courage and the 
gumption to raise the taxes to pay 
their bills. This body has not had that 
courage. The National Congress is 
right now on a $114 billion binge. That 
is how much extra Government spend
ing they have allowed but they are not 
willing to pay for it. The States are 
paying their bills. The municipalities 
are paying their bills. So let us not 
shift costs to the States and say that 
we have solved our budget problems. 
That is hypocrisy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank my distin
guished colleague from Colorado. I am 
a cosponsor of the amendment, which 
I offered in the Budget Committee 
markup. I join Senator STAFFORD and 
thank him for his help as chairman of 
the Education Subcommittee, and I 
join Senator HART in this respect. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Colorado <Mr. ARM
STRONG). 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
would like very much to join with my 
colleague from Colorado and other 
Senators who have spoken in support 
of this amendment because it is an in
herently attractive idea, the notion 
that we would appropriate additional 
money or in this case add to the 
budget resolution additional funds of 
$1 billion or so for the next 3 years for 
the purpose of expressing our concern 
for those who are handicapped or edu
cationally disadvantaged. This is a 
notion which instinctively I think ap
peals to every Senator and to every 
citizen. 

Certainly if you are a parent of a 
child who is affected by these pro
grams, that is, if you have a handi
capped child or someone who is in 
some way or other touched in their 
day-to-day life by these programs 
which are funded under the programs 
or which would be increased by the 
amendment which my colleague from 
Colorado has suggested, you cannot 
fail to have a very great sense of inter
est and compassion. 

I think if you actually have such a 
child in your home it would be perfect
ly natural if, in fact, you view this as 
the most important program in the 
Federal budget. 

I would like to try to put that in 
some perspective, however, because 
virtually every -program within the 

Federal budget is of the same quality 
of interest to someone. 

If, for example, you are a Vietnam 
veteran and you have returned from 
Southeast Asia With a serious disabil
ity, whether it is a physical handicap 
or an emotional handicap or in some 
way or other your life has been 
changed by your experience in defend
ing this Nation in Southeast Asia, if it 
is bad enough it may well be the very 
fact by which your whole life is de
fined. In other words, every day you 
get up and you are aware that you no 
longer have a leg or an arm or you are 
unable to work because of what you 
have been through in Southeast Asia. 

In that event the probability is you 
do not have quite the same interest in 
what is the subject of this amend
ment, not because you are against it 
but because your life is so much influ
enced by a problem of another kind. 

I would suggest to Senators if your 
thing is a symphony orchestra-and 
there are people who think symphony 
orchestras are one of the most impor
tant things because in the lives of 
some people they are not simply a 
form of entertainment but they are a 
part of culture and heritage, part of 
Western civilization-and I know 
people who literally believe, and I 
have had it asserted to me, I say to all 
Senators, "What is the sense in having 
a large budget for national defense to 
protect this country from invasion if, 
in fact, the country that remains is 
not a repository of the tradition and 
heritage of thousands of years which 
are accumulated in the arts and in the 
humanities and in symphony orches
tras?" 

If your interest is cancer research
and I happen to have a particular in
terest in that subject-it is very easy 
to focus on that to the exclusion of 
other kinds of concerns, particularly if 
you know someone who has been the 
victim of cancer. You may know some
one who may have cancer and for 
whom an early cure of that dread dis
ease would be an enormous blessing. 

Then it is only natural to want to 
say, "Let's spend everything we possi
bly can for research into this dread 
disease." 

The point I am making, I think, is 
obvious, and that is that every pro
gram, probably without any material 
exception, is important to some group 
of people. And while much has been 
made over the types of abuse that 
exist-and I think there is an over
whelming concensus that we want to 
do away with all the waste, fraud, and 
abuse in this budget-! would have to 
come to this conclusion: That most of 
the programs in the budget are 
worthy. They are subject, perhaps, to 
greater efficiency, to one degree or an
other, and clearly we all want to do 
away with the waste, fraud, and abuse. 
But the fact of the matter is that 
every program in here is meritorious, 

every one is worthy, every one, per
haps with a few exceptions, responds 
to a genuine human need which is of 
paramount importance to some mem
bers of society, probably to some con
stituents in the State of every Sena
tor. It is important to keep that in 
mind because the amount of need is 
truly without limits. 

Now, in response to the kind of con
cerns which I have mentioned, that is 
those of the handicapped and compen
satory education, funding for science, 
for the arts and humanities, for na
tional defense and for other purposes, 
the total of Federal spending has in
creased very rapidly in recent years. In 
fact, two decades ago it was about one
tenth of what it is today. When 
Dwight Eisenhower left the White 
House, Federal spending was $77 bil
lion. When Ronald Reagan got into 
the White House, it was just about 10 
times that amount. In spite of an enor
mous increase in Federal taxes during 
that 20-year period, Federal spending 
was going up so fast that even dramat
ic increases in taxes could not keep 
pace. 

So, in consequence, we ran deficits 
year after year during that 20-year 
period. About $700 billion in deficits 
from 1960 to 1980. And, as we all 
know, recently Congress was asked to 
grant an increase in the national debt 
to more than $1 trillion. 

What is the relevance of all of this 
to the amendment before us? Well, I 
think it is the very essence of the 
policy decision that is addressed not 
only in the amendment of my col
league from Colorado but in most of 
the amendments here, because the 
effect of that massive runup in Feder
al spending and the deficits which 
ensued was a structural change in the 
economy of the United States. 

In 1960, when Ike left the White 
House, inflation was about 1.5 percent. 
By the time Ronald Reagan got to the 
White House, after 20 years of what 
one Senator termed fiscal debauch
ery-! wonder if the distinguished mi
nority manager recalls the term "fiscal 
debauchery," which he once used to 
describe the activities of one spending 
jurisdiction in the United States-in
flation, which had been running along 
at 1.5 percent, had reached the double
digit level. Interest rates which were 
about 5, maybe 6 percent, when Ike 
left office in 1960, were 22 percent 
when Ronald Reagan got here. Now, 
our productivity, which had been run
ning along at an increase of 2.5 to 3 
percent year after year, had fallen to a 
negative level. Unemployment, which 
had been much less, had risen to high 
levels and, in fact, has continued to 
rise since January a year ago. 

Most economists believe, with some 
disagreement about the details, most 
economists believe that these adverse 
changes in our Nation's economy were 
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caused by excessive Federal spending. 
That is an arguable proposition and I 
do not want to try to argue it to a con
clusion today. But I think most econo
mists, bankers; investors, businessmen, 
and most of our constituents believe 
that too much Federal spending pro
duced the inflation, the runup in in
terest rates and the decline of produc
tivity. 

Programs for the education of 
handicapped and compensatory educa
tion suffer just as much as every other 
segment of society from inflation, 
high interest rates, and the resulting 
economic dislocations which have 
wracked small businesses and farms 
and have created so much inconven
ience and disorder in the capital mar
kets and unemployment and hardship 
for practically every American family. 
For that reason, it was the decision of 
the Budget Committee-and I think a 
decision which is endorsed by virtually 
every thoughtful person who has 
looked at the issue-to go through the 
budget and make a series of decisions 
which, frankly, we wish that we had 
not the necessity to make; that is, to 
go through and restrain and, in some 
cases, even pare back programs which, 
taken individually, are meritorious. 

So we went through and we did not 
give everything for cancer research 
that somebody could have asked for or 
could have been productively or use
fully spent. We gave less than that in 
this budget. We did not give as much 
for national defense as many of us 
would think would be a desirable, 
useful figure. Instead, we gave less for 
that. The same thing in education, the 
same for programs in public works, for 
building dams, for highways, you 
name it. There is not any worthy pro
gram that I know of in this budget 
which could not productively spend 
more resources than the Budget Com
mittee allocated in the resolution 
which comes to the floor. 

Now, why is that? Why did we re
strain the growth of worthy programs? 
Precisely because of the fear which I 
think is almost universal in this 
Chamber and certainly is very widely 
shared by our constituents at home
that if we somehow did not get Feder
al spending under control the situa
tion in the economy would get worse; 
that is, that inflation would continue 
to rise, that interest rates would go 
back up again, that there would be 
more and more unemployment, more 
economic dislocations, and that every 
public and private sector enterprise 
and family would, thereby, suffer. To 
put it in a nutshell, I think most of us 
believe that the best thing we can do 
for these worthy programs of educa
tion, programs for the handicapped, 
for veterans, for national defense, for 
science and for the arts and human
ities, for public works, and you name 
it, is to get the economy under control. 

I have talked to a lot of people who 
are interested in education, including 
programs for handicapped education. I 
talked to two ladies from western Col
orado a few days ago about this 
matter. I think they probably know 
more about the needs of the handi
capped than anybody in Colorado, cer
tainly anybody in western Colorado. 
They have been deeply involved in it. 
And just about the first thing they 
said to me after we sat down to talk 
through the needs of this program was 
this: "We understand," they said, 
"why you have got to curb Federal 
spending, and we are ready to take our 
share of the load." 

Now, that was partly because they 
are good citizens and partly because 
they are patriots in the best sense of 
the word. But it was partly because it 
was doing no service, no favor to the 
programs for the handicapped or com
pensatory education, or whatever they 
might be to insist upon and lobby for 
and obtain increases in funding for 
their programs if the result were to 
pump more and more inflation into 
the economy, because they have been 
on a treadmill trying to keep up with 
inflationary increases. 

So, in a very real sense, those ladies 
believe, as I deeply believe, that the 
best thing we can do for all of these 
worthy and meritorious programs is to 
somehow draw the line and get Feder
al spending under control. 

Mr. President, I want to talk about 
the overall context of this budget, but 
before I do let me just make several 
very specific points that relate to the 
pending amendment. 

First of all, the resolution, as recom
mended to you by the Budget Commit
tee, is a proeducation resolution. It is 
more generous than the request of the 
President of fiscal 1983. The commit
tee recommends an increase of $1.7 bil
lion above what the President request
ed for elementary and secondary edu
cation, broken down as follows: Nearly 
a billion dollars more for programs 
under title I; $200 million more for 
education of the handicapped; $240 
million more for vocational education; 
$260 million more for other education
al programs, including bilingual educa
tion and the State education block 
grants. 

The Budget Committee's recommen
dation-even taking cognizance of 
what I have already said about the 
need just to restrain Federal spending 
generally and why that is the best bar
gain and the best favor we can give to 
any of these worthy programs-this 
resolution is, nonetheless, proeduca
tion in another very important aspect, 
elementary and secondary education. 
As we all know, Federal support for el
ementary and secondary education 
represents only a small fraction of the 
total that our Nation spends on educa
tion in the school systems. The Feder
al Government money accounts for 

only 7 percent or so of the $100 billion 
that is spent on public education for 
grades kindergarten through 12 in 
America. 

So what is clearly much more vital, 
more intrinsically important to the 
future of education is the condition of 
our economy. In other words, if we 
succeed by the strategy which under
lies this budget in getting the genie in 
the bottle, the inflation genie back in 
the bottle, that will mean more than 
any conceivable increase in spending 
can possibly mean to programs of pri
mary and secondary education. 

And so in that most important and 
fundamental aspect, this budget is 
more proeducation than anything we 
have seen in this Congress in many, 
many years. 

Mr. President, while I am on my 
feet, I would like to discuss briefly the 
total context of this budget. I began to 
do so yesterday. I want to pick up the 
threat of those remarks simply to 
complete them and to insert into the 
RECORD some material which I think is 
significant and germane. 

I talked yesterday about the positive 
effect of deficit reductions on interest 
rates and the overall economic situa
tion. 

I mentioned my correspondence with 
Wall Street economists and their per
ception that interest rates would drop 
substantially if Congress enacted a 
tough budget. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
correspondence to which I have re
ferred. 

There being no objection, the corre
spondence was ordered to be printed 
in the REcoRD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, D .C. AprilS, 1982. 

DEAR SIR: As the Senate Budget Commit
tee begins its work on the First Concurrent 
Budget Resolution for 1983, the issue caus
ing greatest concern is the high level of in
terest rates. Given the size of project ed defi
cits over the forseeable future, it is difficult 
to see how the economy can expect any 
relief unless Congress acts aggressively to 
reduce these deficits. 

Recognizing this, several Members of the 
Budget Committee have devised deficit re
duction programs <see attached). You will 
note that all the plans involve some very 
tough choices. I do not believe that Con
gress will bite the bullet and take the neces
sary actions unless there is the clear payoff 
of lower interest rates. 

It would be very helpful to the Budget 
Committee's and Congress' deliberations if 
we had some sense of what these deficit re
duction plans would mean for interest rates. 
To be specific, if a Domenici, Hollings, or 
any of the other plans, were enacted, what 
range of short term and long term interest 
rates might we expect in the near term and, 
say, six months from now? I would greatly 
appreciate your thoughts. 

Best regards. 
Sincerely, 

WILLIAM L . .ARMSTRONG. 
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[All numbers are reductions of the baseline deficits except where indicated by + ; in fiscal years] 

Domenici Hollings Boschwitz Kasten Gorton Grassley 

1983 1984 1985 1983 1984 1985 1983 1984 1985 1983 1984 1985 1983 1984 1985 1983 1984 1985 

Revenues ................................................. ·········································· 18.0 40.9 55.0 31.5 61.1 80.8 23.1 41.3 59.6 5.6 28.5 40.5 40.1 71.1 83.9 18.0 37.0 40.0 
Defense ............................................................................................... +.5 +3.7 +12.0 6.3 15.3 17.3 +2.2 +5.9 +14.7 +2.2 +9.0 +22.8 ·········sT·········sT·······iaT········Tf·········J:a······· .... u Pay raises .............................................................................. ............. 5.7 8.2 10.7 5.7 8.2 10.7 3.3 7.1 11.2 1.1 2.3 4.5 
Discretionary nondefense ..................................................................... 3.4 8.8 15.8 ·······1sT ....... 2s:s········'J2:3·· 3.6 9.4 16.6 8.3 17.0 25.0 3.6 9.4 16.6 3.6 9.4 16.6 
COLA's ....................... ......................................................................... 17.8 26.3 35.2 11 .8 21.2 32.5 9.9 19.7 30.4 17.8 26.3 35.2 17.1 31.8 45.2 
Other entitlement savings ............................................................ 8.6 11.4 14.3 . ........................ 14.9 26.9 39.5 11.0 16.7 23.1 2.6 6.4 11.4 11.0 16.9 23.7 
User fees ............. ................................................................ 1.0 1.9 2.2 . ................................... .5 1.3 1.4 1.0 1.9 2.2 .. ...... 'JT ......... 6T .............................. 
Management savings . . ................................................ 3.7 6.7 8.4 2.2 3.7 4.2 1.5 3.0 4.0 17.9 22.5 27.6 8.4 3.7 6.7 8.4 
Interest savings ......... ............................ . ....................................... 16.2 38.5 59.1 17.2 40.1 61.5 15.9 37.9 59.2 5.0 16.3 30.2 6.9 21.8 39.7 16.2 38.5 59.5 

Total deficit reduction ................. 73.9 147.1 188.7 79.6 154.0 206.8 72.4 142.2 209.3 57.6 115.9 160.7 80.4 149.9 205.9 72.8 147.3 201.1 
Remaining defiCit (-) or surplus (+) ............................... -83.8 -41.0 -16.6 -78.1 -34.1 +1.5 -85.3 -45.9 +4.0 -100.1 -72.2 -44.6 - 77.3 -38.2 +.6 - 84.9 -40.8 - 4.2 

DILLON, READ & Co. INc., 
New York, N.Y., April 8, 1982. 

Senator WILLIAM L. ARMsTRONG, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR: Many thanks for your 
letter of April 2nd asking my opinion of the 
impact of various deficit reduction programs 
on interest rates. The answers in this letter 
are the results of discussions with my part
ner, Pete Flanigan, and reflect the opinion 
of Dillon, Read & Co. Inc. 

The reason interest rates remain high in 
the face of falling inflation is the prospect 
for continued extraordinarily high demands 
by the federal government on the credit 
markets. The argument that projected defi
cits are modest in relation to GNP is not 
germane. Deficits are financed from savings, 
not from GNP, and the Federal Govern
ment's preemption of savings has grown 
dramatically in the last few years <Table D. 

In the decade ending 1974, Federal and 
Federal Related Borrowings averaged 25 
percent of Net National Savings. In 1982 
these Borrowings are estimated to absorb 
over 90 percent of savings <Table II), leaving 
less than 10 percent of savings for borrow
ings by cities and states, utilities, industries, 
mortgage institutions, consumers, etc. 
Future deficits under the current Adminis
tration's proposals would increase this al
ready destructive level of Federal absorp
tion of savings. 

As the five charts on Table III make abso
lutely clear, a high level of Federal and Fed
eral Related Borrowings as a percent of Net 
National Savings has historically called 
forth an equivalent increase in money 
supply, which has resulted in an equivalent 
increase in the CPl. 

Hence, as the fifth chart indicates, high 
Federal borrowings have in the past result
ed in inflation. That being the case, lenders 
who foresee high Federal borrowings also 
foresee high inflation and demand high in
terest rates to offset it. 

All the budgets, except the Kasten alter
native, in the table sent with your letter, 
call for a fiscal 1983 deficit of about $80 bil
lion as does the Administration-Congress 
budget compromise discussed in today's 
Wall Street Journal and approximate bal
ance in 1985. The Kasten option also differs 
in that it relies heavily on "Management 
Savings" which experienced observers in the 
financial world have learned to mistrust. 
Thus, the five alternatives other than Kas
ten's produce essentially the same bottom 
line results and would have the same effect 
on interest rates. Our estimate is that, while 
short term rates would remain at double 
digit levels, the effect on long term rates 
would be as follows: 

[In percent] elaboration of these points, please contact 
me. 

Current EHect Sincerely, 
Gov'ts M Ind. Gov'ts M Ind. ARNOLD X. MOSKOWITZ. 

5 yr .......................................... 14.19 
10 yr........................................ 14.13 
long term................................. 13.67 

15.12 
15.12 
15.75 

10 
10V4 
11 

I trust this answers your questions. If you 
wish to discuss this further, please call 
either Pete Flanigan or me. 

Very truly yours, 
RICHARD A. BIANCO, 

Managing Director. 

DEAN WITTER REYNoLDs, INc. 
New York, N.Y., April 8, 1982. 

Hon. WILLIAM L. ARMSTRONG, 
U.S. Senate 
Washington, D. C. 20510 

DEAR SENATOR ARMSTRONG: It has been my 
position for the past year that the mam
moth Federal deficits that were expected in 
fiscal years 1982-84 would lead to record in
terest rates in 1981-82 and no growth in the 
economy. I was therefore delighted to re
ceive your letter showing five alternative 
proposals to bring fiscal year 1984 down to 
$40 billion. I would expect short term inter
est rates to decline by 4-5% if that came 
about, and similarly bond rates would de
cline by 3% over a 6-12 month time horizon. 

The tough budget-trimming numbers you 
show range between $160-200 billion by 
fiscal 1985. The financial markets would 
heartily embrace significant deficit trim
ming as these numbers imply. However, if 
only cosmetic changes of $30 billion by 
fiscal 1984 are made, it would be considered 
inappropriate and would lead to significant
ly higher interest rates. 

Since you haven't supplied the details of 
how revenues will be raised, I assume it is 
either a business or personal tax increase. 
The President's staff has told me the Ad
ministration will not accept an elimination 
or deferral of the 1983 personal tax cut. I 
would offer for your consideration a sugges
tion that the third year of the personal tax 
cut be given to individuals in the form of a 
tax-free government savings bond paying 
market rates at the time of issue and non
redeemable for five years. This would elimi
nate $44 billion of fiscal year 1984 financing. 
It would give individuals their tax cut as a 
form of forced saving near term and poten
tial buying later on. This would offer the 
beleaguered bond market some respite from 
government borrowing, and allow some cor
porate financing to occur. 

I heartily endorse your courageous budget 
proposals and if you would like further 

IRVING TRusT Co., 
New York, N.Y., April14, 1982. 

Hon. WILLIAM D. ARMSTRONG, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR ARMSTRONG: Thank you for 
the opportunity to comment on the likely 
interest rate effects of bringing the Federal 
deficit under control. It is clear that we will 
not see sustained real growth in our econo
my until interest rates come down signifi
cantly. But it must be remembered that, al
though a significant reduction in interest 
rates is a necessary condition for growth, it 
is not sufficient. To see that this is so it may 
simply be noted that, if economic activity 
were to continue to decline this year, then 
interest rates would surely resume the drop 
they began last fall. But this decline of in
terest rates in a continuing recession is 
surely not what we want. 

What we do want is lower interest rates 
along with the 4% or better real growth tar
geted by the Reagan Administration over 
the next several years and no acceleration 
in inflation. I am sure this could be achieved 
if the following two-part policy were adopt
ed: 

The financial markets must be sent a clear 
message that a program is in place to bring 
the Federal budget into balance as the econ
omy moves back up toward full employment 
<which I take to be a 6% unemployment 
rate). The deficits must fall in a consistent 
and convincing manner over time under a 
realistic set of future economic forecasts as 
the economy recovers and unemployment 
falls. This will foster the expectations neces
sary to bring down long-term rates. 

At the same time the Federal Reserve 
must also relax its monetary targets, which 
are too rigid and may allow insufficient 
room for real growth. Otherwise, there may 
not be sufficient transaction balances avail
able to support an expanding economy, and 
therefore interest rates (which are the price 
of money) will remain very high. I believe 
the Fed's monetary growth targets must be 
broadened so that various unpredictable fac
tors that impact money demand will not 
keep interest rates unduly high and prevent 
growth. 

It is critical to its success that both parts 
of this policy be adopted. If it is, I am confi
dent that we can have single digit short
term money market rates and a 12 percent 
or so residential mortgage rate within six 
months. At the same time I believe we will 
also begin the 4 percent plus real growth 
targeted by the Administration. And we will 
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see no acceleration in the inflation rate over 
the next several years. 

I fully realize that the monetary part of 
this policy package is not within the scope 
of the Congress. Nevertheless, I believe we 
need not only an accord between the Ad
ministration and the Congress over the 
budget, but just as critically between the 
Administration, the Congress, and the Fed
eral Reserve over both parts of the above 
policy. 

This would indeed be a historic step, but I 
believe the economic situation requires it. 
The unemployment rate is at a postwar 
high, and business defaults are running at 
the highest rate since the depression. More
over, we are seeing slip from our grasp a 
once in a lifetime opportunity to dramati
cally reverse the trend towards an ever in
creasing role of government in the economy. 

I hope you find these thoughts of some 
use in your deliberations. I would, of course, 
be happy to help clarify any points that 
may remain unclear. 

Best regards. 
Cordially, 

GORDON B. PYE, 
Senior Vice President. 

AUBREY G.l...ANSTON & Co. INc., 
New York, N.Y. April12, 1982. 

Hon. WILLIAM L. ARMSTRONG, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR ARMSTRONG: Thank you for 
your request for my views regarding the 
impact on interest rates of various deficit 
reduction plans now being proposed in the 
Senate. The deficit cutting plans for fiscal 
1983-85 are in my view vital in bringing 
about significant declines in interest rates. 
Such declines are, in turn, essential to cush
ion the current economic slump and to even
tually pave the way to economic recovery. 

Please allow me to underscore the serious
ness of the problem. Our current estimates 
suggest that without further Congressional 
action the fiscal 1983 Federal budget deficit 
will soar to approximately $180 billion. This 
shocking prospect highlights the fundamen
tal flaw in the Reagan economic program. 
On one hand it encourages commendable 
Federal Reserve efforts to starve the econo
my for new money and credit in order to 
permanently depress inflationary pressures 
and inflation psychology; while, on the 
other hand, the Reagan program has result
ed in wildly escalating borrowing demands 
by the Federal government that threaten to 
shut many consumers, farmers, and business 
borrowers completely out of the financial 
markets. The fear is that this financial 
squeeze could lead to a tidal wave of bank
ruptcies and economic collapse. 

In essence, there are only three ways to 
exert downward pressure on interest rates 
and to get out of the Reagan policy trap. 
One way might be for the Fed to cave in 
and open the new credit and money flood
gates; but this would only lead to a future 
acceleration of inflationary pressures as in 
the past. Another way would be for Con
gress and the Administration to agree on 
deep cuts in the Federal deficit in the "out" 
years of fiscal 1983, 1984 and 1985 <as in the 
Senate proposals) in order to lessen the 
clash between the Federal government and 
private consumer, farmer and business bor
rowers and to aid the over burdened Fed in 
its lonely anti inflation efforts. Still another 
way to lower interest rates might be 
through a deeper and longer recession, 
eventually leading to further spending cut 
backs and reduced borrowing by consumers 

and, particularly, businesses; but the result
ing weakening in job market conditions 
would likely push the unemployment rate 
well above 10 percent and the political con
sequences might be severe. 

Clearly the most desirable alternative is to 
make deep cuts in the Federal budget defi
cits in fiscal 1983-85. At a minimum, the 
deficit cutting measures for fiscal 1983 
should be $80 billion <in line with the op
tions of Senators Hollings and Gorton). A 
good rule of thumb might be for roughly 
one half <$40 billion) of the needed deficit 
cut to come in the form of increased reve
nues (e.g., a $5 a barrel tax on imported oil, 
a 4% surcharge on incomes over $40,000 and 
a closing of corporate tax loopholes). The 
other half <$40 billion) should come in the 
form of spending cuts, but with even greater 
than proposed declines in defense spending. 

In the event that such a deficit cutting 
agreement would be forthcoming by, say, 
May it would greatly ease pressures on in
terest rates. Not only would the Fed's anti
inflation burden be eased, but also the fi
nancial market's fears of a financial crisis 
and eventually higher interest rates would 
be eased. As a result, it could be expected 
that short-term interest rates, including the 
prime rate, might fall by at least 6 percent
age points by later 1982 or early 1983 while 
longer term bond rates should fall by 4 per
centage points or so. 

If I can be of further assistance please let 
me know. 

Sincerely, 
DAVID M. JONES. 

U.S. TRusT Co. oF NEw YoRK, 
New York, N.Y., April20, 1982. 

Senator WILLIAM L. ARMSTRONG, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR ARMSTRONG: I have given 
the questions in your letter of April 5 a good 
deal of thought. I wish it were possible to 
give you unequivocal answers to them, but 
the extreme dependence of financial mar
kets on expectations and shifts in expecta
tions makes any views, at best, informed 
guesses. 

Clearly the financial markets, as well as 
the Government and the public, are upset 
by the prospect of continuously increasing 
$100+ billion deficits. Even more important, 
in my opinion, is the fear that no one really 
understands these numbers and how to con
trol them. So my first observation is that 
whatever budget plan is agreed upon should 
be credible and adhered to. If this means 
"accepting" a $125 billion deficit for FY 
1983, that is better than aiming at a $100 
billion figure and then exceeding it. 

My second observation is that you must be 
able to show a declining trend in the deficit 
over the next few years, bringing it down to 
no more than 2 percent of GNP by the time 
the economy is fully recovered-probably 
1984. 

Finally, I believe the Treasury needs to be 
much more innovative in financing what 
will be an enormous volume of securities 
even under the most optimistic assumptions. 
Money managers, after all, are risking other 
people's money and are understandably 
afraid to invest in long-term bonds on a per
manent basis until fiscal restraint has been 
proved. That may take several years. Indi
viduals, however, can be appealed to on 
many grounds and, in my opinion, would be 
willing to provide funds in the two to three 
year maturity range at well under the 14 
percent rate on marketable securities. 

In this connection, I would like to recom
mend strongly that we revitalize the Savings 

Bond program. The Canadian government 
financed almost its entire annual deficit in 
its savings bond drive last fall. Certainly if 
higher-income taxpayers had a choice be
tween a tax rate hike and a forced savings 
program, they would opt for forced savings. 

We should recognize that a significant 
part of the current deficit is caused by the 
decline in inflation and therefore a lower 
"inflation tax," without a compensating de
cline in interest rates. The financing gap 
created by this development needs to be cov
ered by longer-term bonds sold to the public 
directly. A key advantage of this approach 
is that it would tend to slow the growth in 
the reported monetary aggregates and make 
the Fed's targets less binding. 

Assuming that all of this happens-a mod
erate-sized but credible budget reduction 
program, more innovative financing of the 
necessary borrowings and Federal Reserve 
Policy evolving away from extreme focus on 
one money variable and toward overall 
credit expansion and economic activity-it 
should be possible to bring interest rates 
down significantly over the next year or so. 

. More specifically, the prime rate could be 
down to a more normal 3-4 points over the 
inflation rate, which by mid-1983 could be 
in the 5-6 percent range. Thus a 10 percent 
prime is not an impossibility. Over the next 
few months, the current monetary cycle 
could accommodate a decline in the prime 
to the 14 percent zone with long-term U.S. 
Treasuries in the 12%-13 percent range. Un
fortunately, current Federal reserve proce
dures are likely to result in a rebound in 
rates back to present levels toward year-end. 
It is this prospect which must be forestalled. 

Sincerely, 
THOMAS W. SYNNOTT III, 

Chief Economist. 

BANKERS TRUST Co. , 
New York, N . Y., April16, 1982. 

Senator WILLIAM L. ARMSTRONG, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR ARMSTRONG: I appreciate 
your invitation to comment on current fiscal 
policy and its implications for financial mar
kets in connection with the forthcoming de
liberations of the Senate Budget Commit
tee. The members of the Committee clearly 
face some very tough choices in their con
sideration of the First Concurrent Budget 
Resolution for 1983, and the decisions that 
emerge may be crucial in influencing the be
havior of interest rates during the remain
der of 1982 and even more so in the period 
beyond. 

As one who is fairly closely in touch with 
the nation's money and capital markets, let 
me assure you that the primary reason that 
interest rates, particularly bond yields and 
other long-term rates, are holding at such 
lofty levels in the face of the current reces
sion and the encouraging headway made 
this past year in slowing inflation is the 
alarming and deteriorating Federal budget 
situation. Without prompt and meaningful 
action to improve the fiscal picture, it is ob
vious that we face triple-digit budget defi
cits as far ahead as one can see. Unless this 
trend is arrested and reversed, interest rates 
not only will stay elevated, but they may go 
appreciably higher, bringing greater finan
cial problems for businesses and the thrifts 
and other financial institutions, thereby 
short-circuiting the widely hoped-for eco
nomic recovery. 

Whereas in earlier years, Federal budget 
deficits tended to shrink more or less auto
matically with a revival in business activity 
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in the aftermath of business recessions, this 
is no longer the case. Because of both the 
broadening of eligibility requirements and 
the indexing of the major Federal entitle
ment programs-Social Security, Medicare, 
military and civil service pensions, etc.-and 
the undermining of the Federal revenue 
base that has resulted from last year's large 
and extended tax cuts, budget deficits 
cannot be reduced now without specific 
action being taken by the Congress and the 
Administration. In addition to a significant 
slowing of the growth of Federal spending, 
including a real curb on the entitlement 
programs and some reduction in defense ex
penditures, these steps must encompass 
more than a modest increase in Treasury re
ceipts. Moreover, there must be legislation 
to insure that the restraints on Government 
outlays will endure for a period of years. 

Only then will major participants in the 
credit and capital markets become suffi
ciently reassured about the longer run infla
tion outlook and that Government borrow
ing will not "crowd out" private sector fi
nancing to go ahead and extend their secu
rity portfolios, thereby easing the upward 
pressure on long-term interest rates. Only 
then, too, can the Federal Reserve afford to 
loosen credit somewhat and ease pressures 
in the money markets. 

As for how much interest rates might be 
expected to decline, given a meaningful and 
convincing improvement in the Federal 
budget picture, is very hard to say, in view 
of the deeply-rooted skepticism that pres
ently exists in the financial markets. And it 
is even more difficult to assess the timing. It 
would certainly seem reasonable, though, 
with an early resolution of the budget di
lemma to expect that long-term rates might 
fall by 2 or as much as 3 percentage points 
by the end of summer, and short-term rates 
somewhat more. If the Domenici, Hollings 
or other deficit reduction plans indicated 
were to be enacted. within a year long-term 
rates could well be down 4 or 5 percentage 
points. 

I would emphasize again, however, that 
simply agreeing on a budget reducing target 
will not be enough to have a material and 
lasting impact on interest rates. It must be 
implemented by the appropriate legislation. 
The prevailing uneasiness in the money and 
capital markets was a long time in develop
ing and will almost surely give ground 
gradually as well. 

I trust these observations will prove help
ful and I wish you and the Committee every 
success in the difficult task that now con
fronts the Congress and the Administration 
in putting the nation's fiscal house in order. 

Sincerely, 
DONALD E. WOOLLEY, 

Senior Vice President. 

MELLON BANK N.A., 
Pittsburgh, Pa., April13, 1982. 

Hon. WILLIAM L. ARMSTRONG, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR ARMsTRONG: In response to 
your letter of April 2, I am pleased to 
submit the following comments. 

First of all. there is little or no doubt that 
hopes for a sustained and vigorous economic 
recovery depend heavily on lower interest 
rates. And it is very difficult indeed to see a 
significant drop in interest rates until the 
projected budget deficits for the next sever
al years are decisively reduced. In other 
words the budget deficits now in sight for 
fiscal 1983 and beyond are constituting a 
major roadblock in the path of economic re
covery. 

All the various plans which were enclosed 
with your letter contemplate deficit reduc
tions on a scale which I believe would elicit 
a very favorable market response. For exam
ple, enactment of the Domenici, Hollings or 
Boschwitz plans would dramatically curb 
the Treasury's claim on the nation's avail
able supply of credit. This combined with 
the recent substantial progress toward a 
lower inflation rate would in my judgment 
bring about a sizable three percentage point 
drop in both short- and long-term rates. 
Thus if any of the plans were enacted, the 
yield on a AA industrial new issue might fall 
to the neighborhood of 12 percent or even a 
little lower. And with short-term market 
rates of interest dropping to around 10 per
cent, we could look for a prime rate in the 
vicinity of 12 percent. This decline in rates 
should certainly occur within six months of 
the enactment of a deficit-reducing pro
gram. 

Incidentally, since each budget-cutting 
plan assumes that the 91-day Treasury bill 
will fall to 9.4 percent by 1985, it follows 
that the reduction in interest expense in 
fact constitutes one of the largest items of 
planned savings. Since no one really knows 
the extent to which interest rates may fall 
in response to realized cuts in government 
spending and/or tax increases, it might be 
better to exclude these large interest sav
ings from the various deficit-reducing op
tions. 

I hope these few thoughts will be of some 
use to the Senate Budget Committee and if 
there is anything else I might do, please let 
me know. 

Sincerely, 
NORMAN ROBERTSON, 

Senior Vice President 
and Chief Economist. 

AMERICAN ENTERPRISE INSTITUTE 
FOR PuBLIC POLICY RESEARCH, 
Washington, D. C., April 16, 1982. 

Senator WILLIAM L. ARMSTRONG, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washingtqn, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR ARMSTRONG: The simple 
answer to your question about interest rates 
is that I don't know and I don't think 
anyone else does, just as no one knows why 
interest rates are now as high as they are. 
My own view is that with continued mone
tary restraint strengthening the belief that 
the inflation rate will be significantly and 
durably reduced, and with any of the plans 
listed in your enclosure, interest rates would 
come down substantially. "Real" interest 
rates would be higher than in the pre-1980 
past, because of continuing deficits and tax 
incentives to invest, but they would be 
much lower than today. If forced to make a 
guess, I would expect long term rates to be 
about 10 percent a year from now. 

Sincerely, 
HERBERT STEIN. 

LAzARD FREREs & Co., 
New York, N.Y., April14, 1982. 

Hon. WILLIAM L. ARMSTRONG, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR ARMSTRONG. You have solic
ited our views on the probable direction of 
interest rates if the various deficit reduc
tions currently being proposed by members 
of the Senate's Budget Committee were to 
be adopted. 

Judging by the strong sentiment in the fi
nancial community, we are drawn to the 
conclusion that any indication of a material 
shrinkage in the budget deficit for the next 

three fiscal years would provide relief for 
the credit markets. Some legislators are still 
clinging to the hope that a surplus might be 
achieved by the mid-80's. If such were to be 
the case, we believe that it would have to be 
primarily the consequence of strong busi
ness conditions in an environment of moder
ate interest rates rather than through 
higher taxes or sweeping paring of expendi
tures. With the national debt having an av
erage maturity of less than four years, are
duction of one percentage point in interest 
rates would save well in excess of $3 billion 
in annual carrying cost; similarly, an in
crease in Real Gross National Product of 
one percent could add $10-$15 billion in rev
enues, including saving on some transfer 
payments. 

Although we do not fully agree with every 
element of each Committee member's pro
posals, we find Senator Domenici's outline 
to be the most acceptable of the six, provid
ed that it does not rely on any material 
modification in the remaining portion of 
the Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981. 
The sacrifices appear to be widely distribut
ed, while the proposed figures do not in
clude Management Savings that may be dif
ficult to achieve, such as those being ad
vanced by Senator Kasten. In addition, Sen
ator Domenici's approach to defense spend
ing appears to be conducive to public accept
ance and consistent with the realities of the 
world in which we live. Finally, his proposed 
savings on entitlements programs would 
probably prove to be far less punitive. 

Senator Domenici has often been quoted 
in the press as supporting the repeal or 
delay of the tax relief provisions due on 
July 1, 1982 and again in 1983. If adopted, 
this would do irreparable damage to the 
economy, both in the short and long-term. 
We believe it would almost immediately 
deepen the recession, reduce savings, and 
aggravate the condition of domestic under
investment with adverse consequences on 
our already unfavorable competitive posi
tion in world trade. Once the tax measures 
now in place are delayed or cancelled, the 
Congress may find it expedient never to re
instate it. In the meantime, the perception 
in the credit markets and among the public 
at large would be that Washington is revert
ing to the highly inflationary policies of the 
past. 

The focal point of your inquiry was inter
est rates. These rates do not only reflect the 
balance of supply and demand for money 
and credit, but also are greatly influenced 
by psychological factors. At the present 
time psychology is particularly adverse. 
Concern that the budget deficits in coming 
years would effectively crowd out the pri
vate sector has kept rates perhaps three to 
four percentage points above where they 
should be, economic activity and the level of 
inflation considered. The Congress should 
seize upon the current favorable sentiment 
on inflationary expectations and quickly 
translate it into much lower interest rates. 
This can only be accomplished through 
clear signals of a compromising attitude on 
the part of the Administration and a bi-par
tisan approach to the reduction of the defi
cit. 

Thank you for soliciting our views. 
Sincerely, 

STANLEY A. NABI, 
General Partner and 

Chief Investment Officer. 
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BROWN BROTHERS HARRIMAN & Co., 

New York, N . Y., April22, 1982. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. ARMSTRONG, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR ARMSTRONG: Your letter Of 
April 5th poses a proper, interesting, and an 
almost unanswerable question. Our feeling 
here at Brown Brothers Harriman & Co. is 
that all of the Deficit Reduction Options 
will tend to lower interest rates. Because 
current interest rate levels appear to have a 
rather large psychological element, howev
er, a judgment as to how much of a decline 
will take place is subject to a wide range of 
uncertainty. 

We would like to make the following ob
servations: 

1. Any deficit reduction which results 
merely from a decrease in the interest rate 
assumptions made by Congress will not im
press the market vey much. 

2. We feel that true reductions in Govern
ment expenditures will count for more in 
the market than increases in taxes. One of 
our partners closely associated with the 
credit markets believes that a $1 expendi
ture cut will have about the same effect on 
interest rates as a $2 tax increase. It is ex
tremely important that the government 
share of the economy be reduced so as to 
permit the expansion of the private sector. 

3. Although we are aware of the political 
difficulties inherent in any change in the di
rection of government policy, we feel that 
what would impress the market is the elimi
nation of entire progams and/ or Depart
ments. 

4. It is very important that whatever re
ductions are proposed are capable of being 
implemented. The market would be very dis
courageQ by a budget which is balanced 
merely by assumptions. 

If the markets could believe that the defi
cit would approach zero in the next three 
years the "fear" or uncertainty premium 
now in the markets should substantially de
cline. Past history suggests that, over time, 
the level of interest rates is closely associat
ed with the rate of inflation plus some con
stant which may be called the "real rate of 
interest". Therefore, if inflation were to av
erage six or seven percent over the next 
three years <as we believe it should, given 
the aims of monetary policy) and the long
term real interest rate is 3.0 percent, nomi
nal long-term interest rates should average 
around 9 to 10 percent over the same period 
vs. 13 percent for a long-term government 
bond today. Moreover, the yield curve 
should be positively sloped with short rates 
lower than long rates. This being the case, 
Treasury Bills should average less than 9 to 
10 percent vs. 12% to 13% percent today. 

We wish you success with your efforts to 
get the budget under control. If someone on 
your staff has done the work, it would be in
teresting for us to see the details as to how 
the members of the Committee estimated 
the interest savings shown in your outline. 

Sincerely, 
EDWARD J. CAMPBELL, 

Manager and Chief Economist. 

AMERICAN ENTERPRISE INSTITUTE 
FOR PUBLIC POLICY RESEARCH, 

Washington, D. C., April 8, 1982. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. ARMSTRONG, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR ARMSTRONG: Thank YOU for 
your letter of April 2. 

The economic situation is so volatile that 
no one can promise with certainty that 

nominal interest rates will come down from 
current levels if the deficit is brought under 
control. A wave of major bankruptcies, er
ratic monetary policy and a thousand other 
things could keep them high. 

However, the futttre deficit outlook is so 
horrible unless taxes are raised and outlays 
cut substantially that I feel confident in 
saying that if any of the plans in your en
closure were adopted, short and long inter
est rates would, in the future , be lower than 
they would be otherwise. How much lower is 
hard to say since we are now dealing with a 
psychological phenomenon called "fear." 

But if a credible plan to lower deficits is 
combined with a renewed commitment by 
the Fed to adhere to its enunciated targets, 
I would not be shocked if long-rates were to 
tumble 300 basis points while short rates 
fell by a greater amount all other things 
equal. 

Best wishes, 
RUDOLPH G. PENNER, 

Resident Scholar. 

MERRILL LYNCH, 
PIERCE, FENNER & SMITH INC., 

New York, N.Y., April12, 1982. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. ARMSTRONG, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

SIR: Needless to say, any of the plans out
lined by you that would substantially reduce 
prospective budgetary deficits over fiscal 
years 1983-85 would sufficiently bring down 
interest rates to encourage a sustained eco
nomic recovery. However, the actual magni
tude of decline in rates and with it the po
tential magnitude of the resulting recovery 
would hinge not only on the ultimate size of 
budgetary deficits-or surpluses-but on the 
composition of the alterations to the CBO 
baseline outlay and revenue projections. An
other critical determinant in interest rate 
movements would be the relationship be
tween projected deficits in the alternative 
plans outlines and current market partici
pant expectations as to what the deficits as 
now constituted will be. 

Taking the latter consideration first, it is 
doubtful that the markets have discounted 
into the yield structure deficits of the mag
nitude of the CBO's baseline projections. As 
a result, a plan that incorporates actual 
budgetary deficits not dramatically lower 
than CBO projections would not have much 
of a positive impact on the financial mar
kets. On the other hand, it appears certain 
that most in the market are cynical about 
the administration's optimistic projections 
of steadily declining deficits from the pro
jected $91.5 billion level for fiscal 1983. It 
would be my estimate that the yield struc
ture has built in the anticipation of deficits 
in the $100-$150 billion range for the next 
several fiscal years. On this score, therefore, 
all six plans outlined showing sub-triple 
digit deficits on a declining plane over the 
out years would bring down interest rates
if in fact they were enacted and perceived to 
be viable and sustainable. 

Herein lies the importance of the contour 
of the alterations in the baseline outlay and 
revenue assumptions. In this regard, it is my 
view that the financial markets are sympa
thetic to the President's view that the 
major budgetary difficulty over the past fif
teen years or so has been on the expendi
ture side. Indeed, revenues have been un
fairly boosted through inflation-induced tax 
bracket creep. As such, much of the tax "re
ductions" merely represent a cancellation of 
bracket creep tax "increases" that would 
have gone into effect without the tax cut 

package. It is also my belief that a reduction 
in projected deficits that comes primarily 
from the revenue side could prove quite 
transitory as Congress would probably find 
ways to convert such savings into higher 
outlays. In this vein, the Hollings and 
Gorton plans would be least desirable and 
the Grassley plan the most desirable. 

The proposed areas of reductions on the 
outlay side are also critical in terms of com
position. The financial markets are aware of 
the need to rebuild our military capability 
and realize that too small a defense budget 
would not be realistic or sustainable in the 
present troubled times throughout the 
world. On the other hand, the markets are 
troubled about the inflationary nature of 
defense spending. Some realistic balance 
has to be struck between these two consider
ations. On one side of this spectrum is the 
Hollings plan that probably calls for unreal
istically large defense cuts, and on the other 
are the Gorton and Grassley plans that call 
for none. Since I am not a military expert, I 
do not know whether the recommended cuts 
put forth in the Domenici or the Boschwitz 
plans are most ideal. Both of these plans in 
terms of defense trimming, however, are 
ideal to the others. 

In terms of further reductions in discre
tionary nondefense spending, the Kasten 
plan seems ideal-but too ambitious, given 
the reality of the situation. The Domenici 
plan, on the other hand, could be more am
bitious and the Hollings plan is most defi
nitely unacceptable. 

After viewing these plans in a general way 
of taking into account the actual aggregate 
deficit that would result in each, the rela
tive contribution of budgetary reductions on 
the revenue and outlay sides and the com
position of expenditure reductions, I would 
find the Domenici and Boschwitz plans the 
most ideal. While the two plans would prob
ably have the same impact on interest rates 
over fiscal years 1983 and 1984, the Bosch
witz plan would obviously have the most fa
vorable impact on rates in fiscal 1985. Not 
that the $18.1 billion differential between 
the two <a swing from the Domenici deficit 
of $16.6 billion to the Boschwitz surplus of 
$1.5 billion) would have a major fundamen
tal impact in an economy of $4 trillion or so. 
But it most certainly would have a benefi
cial psychological impact on the credit mar
kets if the budget were to actually show a 
surplus. 

The most favorably impacted area of the 
yield curve from the enactment of these two 
plans would be in the intermediate and long 
end. The short end would continue to 
remain responsive to monetary policy. How
ever, it too would receive a boost to the 
extent that the Treasury could dramatically 
reduce its reliance on Treasury bill financ
ing. It is my view that, in light of the his
torically high premium built into long-term 
yields at present, deficits of the size incorpo
rated into these two plans could bring down 
long-term rates by 2%-3%-maybe even 
more-within six months without any prob
lem. Short-term rates, on the other hand, 
probably would not benefit dramatically 
until actual borrowing demands by the 
Treasury diminish toward fiscal 1984-since 
they respond to actual not expected future 
financing needs. However, with the knowl
edge that deficits would be shrinking and 
that fiscal policy would be significantly less 
expansive in the future, the Fed would 
probably feel more leeway to loosen its grip 
on the monetary side. As a result, even 
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three-month bill rates could decline 2%-3% 
over the next six months. 

Sincerely, 
DONALD E. MAUDE, 

Chief Financial Economist, Chairman 
Interest Rate Policy Committee. 

CLAREMONT McKENNA CoLLEGE, 
Claremont, Cali/., April 22, 1982. 

Hon. WILLIAM L. ARMSTRONG, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR ARMSTRONG: Thank you for 
your letter concerning the effects of budget 
deficits on interest rates. In my judgment, 
the current deficit, since it is to a substan
tial extent the result of the recession, has 
not been a major cause of the current high 
level of interest rates. However, widespread 
expectations that under current policies 
deficits will remain a high percentage of 
GNP even after a return to full employment 
have been a major factor. Historically large 
high employment deficits have induced 
higher rates of monetary expansion. If re
peated, this would increase the inflationary 
expectations premium in nominal interest 
rates. Alternatively if the Fed did hold firm 
on its projected course of gradually slowing 
the rate of monetary expansion, large defi
cits would raise real interest rates and 
crowd out private investment. 

Under either scenario considerable 
upward pressure would be placed on nomi
nal interest rates. I believe that the current 
anticipation of this dilemma has had a 
major adverse impact on longer run infla
tionary expectations and interest rates. 
Budget action to reduce these concerns 
about the larger run budget outlook should 
have a substantial impact on interest rates 
now. 

Because expectations are so important in 
this process, it is difficult to give any hard 
econometric projections of the magnitude of 
this effect. Recent quantitative work at the 
Federal Reserve Board suggests that a $100 
billion reduction in the annual deficit would 
reduce real interest rates by about 200 basis 
points. This seems like a reasonable order of 
magnitude and a concomitant dampening of 
inflationary expectations should contribute 
to a still larger decline in nominal interest 
rates. It is important to remember, however, 
that to the extent that new lower budget 
projections are not fully believed by the 
market, the magnitude of any initial impact 
on interest rates will be lessened. 

I hope that you will find these observa
tions of use. 

Sincerely, 
THOMAS D. WILLETT, 
Professor of Economics. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
want to point out another aspect or 
two of that which I did not have an 
opportunity to discuss at that time. 

That is the percentage of total new 
private capital which is eaten up by 
Federal borrowing. 

In fiscal years 1965 through 1969, 16 
percent was the Federal share. By 
1980, this had risen to 36 percent; in 
1981, 44 percent; by 1982, 47 percent. 
It is estimated that in 1983, it will be 
52 percent and in 1984, 54 percent. 

We are talking about that portion of 
available capital which is used up by 
Federal borrowing. Whatever the Fed
eral Government uses up is not avail
able to finance new home construc
tion, new investment in private indus-

try, which results in job-creating ac
tivities. It is not available to finance 
farms or small businesses. It is not 
available even to finance bond issues 
at the local level to provide schools 
and local government facilities. 

It is not just that this means higher 
interest rates, although that is clearly 
the case, it also means higher unem
ployment and economic stagnation. 
That is why, in my judgment, it is ab
solutely critical that we turn down the 
trend of Federal spending and close 
the gap between Federal revenues and 
expenditures. 

As we all know, and many of us have 
agonized in considering it, it is be
lieved that in the next 3 years we will 
have $631 billion in deficits unless 
Congress acts affirmatively to reverse 
this trend. The effect of the budget 
resolution which has been presented 
to you by the committee is to reduce 
that by approximately two-thirds. 
That is, to introduce elements of budg
etary restraint of more than $400 bil
lion over the next 3 years, roughly $95 
billion in new taxes and the balance in 
restraint in spending, in the original 
presentation of the committee, which 
has now been modified. 

I discussed at some length the possi
ble ramifications of such a budget rec
ommendation with a number of people 
in the private sector. My theory was 
that those of us who are here in the 
Senate could easily be too close to the 
forest to see the trees and it would be 
useful to have some outside advice 
with respect to the task we were un
dertaking. 

I would like to share with some of 
my colleagues the tremendous sense of 
enthusiasm expressed by private 
sector experts for efforts to substan
tially reduce the projected deficits. 

I send to the desk and ask unani
mous consent that it be included in 
the RECORD at this point a letter of 
May 14, 1982 from Robert C. Brown, 
executive vice president of the Tax 
Foundation, who comments on those 
issues. I would like to quote briefly 
from it. 

Those of us who have studied the budget 
process before 1968 and following, believe 
that in today's environment it is more im
portant than ever to include all of the ac
tivities of the Federal Government within 
the framework of the budget resolution. 
Moving social security off budget in no way 
resolves the tremendously important prob
lem of maintaining a solvent and adequate 
program. 

In other words, the Tax Foundation 
thought we would be wise to leave the 
social security trust fund on budget, as 
I believe we have determined to do, 
and to reject efforts to take this 
matter from the unified budget. 

In another letter, which I also ask 
unanimous consent to be printed in 
the RECORD, under date of May 13, 
1982, the Tax Foundation made the 
point that a reduction in deficits is not 
only essential but will, in the opinion 

of people at the Tax Foundation, have 
an important economic result. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

TAX FOUNDATION, INC., 
Washington, D.C., May 14, 1982. 

To All Members of Congress: 
The attached letter to Senator Pete Do

menici and Representative Jim Jones is self
explanatory. However, some added com
ments at this juncture of the deliberations 
on the budget are in order. If the proposal 
of removing $206 billion for Social Security 
from the fiscal 1983 budget should become 
the order of the day, you should realize that 
off-budget spending will be 40 percent of 
budget outlays. 

Those of us who have studied the budget 
process before 1968 and following, believe 
that in today's environment it is more im
portant than ever to include all of the ac
tivities of the Federal government within 
the framework of the budget resolution. 
Moving Social Security off budget in no way 
resolves the tremendously important prob
lem of maintaining a solvent and adequate 
program, and the longer Congress delays 
the less chance there is for a satisfactory 
resolution of the issue. 

Almost everyone is concerned about inter
est rates and why they won't come down. 
Everywhere I travel in this nation, I contin
ue to hear the question, Why can't the Con
gress come to grips with some of these basic 
issues and solve them? Audience after audi
ence reflects an attitude of disenchantment 
and extreme lack of confidence in both the 
desire and the ability of the Congress to re
solve basic issues such as the Social Security 
dilemma. 

We often speak of the money market as if 
it were an entity devoid of human thought 
and deliberation. But if the attitude of 
people who manage the private-sector re
sources is reflective of the attitude of the 
people I have been talking to this year, is it 
any wonder that interest rates will not come 
down? The more plans that surface which 
tend to avoid facing the issue, the greater 
the risk we run that the undesirable high 
rates of interest will be maintained. The sig
nals that come from both ends of Pennsyl
vania Avenue are still not encouraging. 
Until they are, there is less and less chance 
for a strong recovery. 

Sincerely yours, 

Enclosure. 

ROBERT C. BROWN, 
Executive Vice President. 

TAX Fo~nATION, INc., 
Washington, D.C., May 13, 1982. 

Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on the Budget. 
Hon. JAMES R. JoNEs, 
Chairman, House Committee on the Budget. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN: Reports in today's news 
of proposals to move Social Security off 
budget are very distressing. Such action 
would return the nation to where we were 
in 1968, governed by a budgetary process 
which was woefully inadequate to depict the 
size and impact of the Federal government 
then, and would be even less adequate to do 
the job now. 

As the bipartisan report of the President's 
Commission on Budget Concepts put it in 
1967, calling their statement a major <italics 
are the Commission's, not mine) recommen
dation: 

"The budget should, as a general rule, be 
comprehensive of the full range of Federal 
activities • • •. Specifically, the budget 
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should include the transactions of the Fed
eral trust funds." 

Making Social Security an off-budget item 
does nothing to solve the present economic 
situation, much less correct the serious 
structural problems of programs like 
OASDI which are indexed to the rate of in
flation. It distorts the true size of the uni
fied budget deficit by over $10 billion for 
fiscal year 1983 alone. It misstates the true 
magnitude of the budget by some $195 bil
lion for revenues and $206 billion for spend
ing for FY 83. And it makes a joke out of 
the public finance debate. 

While we can appreciate the desire on the 
part of Congressional incumbents to win re
election to the Senate and the House, we 
have to wonder whether those who are so 
willing to play fast and lose with the budg
etary process of the nation deserve another 
opportunity to serve. 

I hope that you two gentlemen, as con
cerned and serious leaders in the financial 
deliberations of both houses of Congress, 
will nip this movement in the bud. You have 
both espoused and spoken often of the need 
for true and meaningful reform of fiscal 
policy. I trust we can count on you to 
pursue this goal and reject such irresponsi
ble moves as placing Social Security in an 
off-budget status. 

Sincerely yours, 
ROBERT C. BROWN, 

Executive Vice President. 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. The reason I 

raise this at this point, Mr. President, 
and it is relevant in a sense to the 
amendment which is pending though 
it has a larger context, is that with 
great reluctance some of us have 
agreed to the presentation of a modifi
cation to the budget resolution. The 
effect of this modification is to add 
back into the budget resolution a 
number of increases which were con
sidered by the committee and which 
were not deemed advisable, among 
them approximately $40 billion in 
what were termed social security sol
vency savings. 

I think it is generally understood 
that those savings must be made 
whether they are in the budget resolu
tion or not, and I think it is transpar
ently obvious that the reason we are 
taking the action that we are presum
ably about to take is simply because a 
majority of the Members of the 
Senate think this whole issue of social 
security is too hot to handle until 
after the election. My own belief is 
that this perception that somehow 
social security just cannot be men
tioned, it is a political unmentionable, 
greatly underestimates the perspicaci
ty and insight of the voters of the 
country. I think in this instance they 
are far more understanding of the re
ality than Senators give them credit 
for. In fact, it has been my observation 
that the people of the country, includ
ing social security recipients, are quite 
willing to have us make reasonable ad
justments in the social security trust 
fund if necessary to save the trust 
fund itself. 

I think they are sort of laughing at 
us for refusing to recognize the need 
to do so in this budget resolution. It 

does not really change anything be
cause we are going to have to take the 
action that was recommended by the 
Budget Committee anyway. So in that 
sense it will not have any effect, al
though it does sort of transmit the 
signal, I would say to my colleagues, 
that we still have not quite gotten our 
courage up to what it ought to be to 
wrestle with these problems. We are 
sort of still skirting the issues and 
avoiding them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Colorado has 
expired. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
yield myself additional time from the 
resolution. 

This is important because, as I have 
previously pointed out, the . whole 
reason that we are adopting a budget 
resolution of restraint is to impress 
the private sector with our seriousness 
in closing the gap between Federal 
spending and revenue. That is why we 
have restrained the growth of these 
worthwhile programs which I men
tioned earlier. It is not because we 
wanted to but because we thought the 
health of the American economy de
manded it, and that if we failed to do 
so, we would court more inflation and 
certainly higher interest rates. 

So I must say that I am dismayed 
that it was deemed necessary to take 
this politically untouchable item and 
postpone it until after the election. I 
think it is bad for the social security 
trust fund, which clearly is in danger 
and needs to. be repaired at the earli
est time rather than some later time; 
and, second, I think it is unfortunate 
from the standpoint that those who 
are watching our actions will interpret 
it as a sign of political cowardice. I 
think that is most regrettable. 

But it does not really change the 
final outcome because sometime after 
the election we are going to come back 
and make the changes that are neces
sary, and those will have, as the chair
man of the Budget Committee pointed 
out, their necessary budgetary impact. 

All in all, Mr. President, the point I 
want to make as I conclude my re
marks on this amendment is simply 
this: That either we believe in the 
overall notion of restraining Federal 
spending in order to heal what is so 
evidently wrong with the Nation's 
economy, or we do not. Those of us 
who are deeply committed to the idea 
that that is essential are willing to 
make substantial sacrifices for that 
reason, sacrifices in virtually every 
function of the budget, where re
straint had been introduced, which we 
otherwise would be unwilling to coun
tenance. 

Some may not think the problem is 
serious enough to warrant the degree 
of restraint that I might suggest. To 
those I simply say, how bad do things 
have to get in the economy before we 

are willing to restrain ourselves in 
some way? It is a matter of jugment. 

I suggest that when unemployment 
reaches 10 percent and when interest 
rates are hovering up in the high 
teens and show an uneasy tendency to 
go up above 20 percent again, when we 
are hearing every day of new business 
failures in the private sector, and 
when, after all, private spending has 
increased tenfold in the last two dec
ades, this is not an unreasonable time 
for us to show a great deal of re
straint, possibly even more than has 
been demonstrated by this resolution. 

In any case, it appears to me to add, 
even for worthy purposes, additional 
amounts would be most unwise. For 
that reason, I shall reluctantly oppose 
the amendment offered by my col
league. 

Mr. HOLLINGS addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. From the bill itself, 
Mr. President, I yield such time as I 
may need. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Carolina is recog
nized. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I lis
tened to my distinguished colleague 
from Colorado, on the Budget Com
mittee majority side. I agree with his 
comments on social security. I want to 
state that. 

On the other hand, it sounds to me 
like a teacher and student debating in 
high school about the "octopus de
fense" . That is where you squirt out 
the dark ink when you do not have 
any defense whatever. You squirt out 
the dark ink and steal away amidst the 
dark ink. 

I tried to follow the Senator. He 
talked about symphonies and Vietnam 
war veterans. I was talking about the 
disadvantaged children of America. He 
talked about Vietnam veterans, sym
phony orchestras, and other things, 
and then went into a discussion about 
the Eisenhower years and then mis
quoted the Federal deficits. 

The fact of the matter is that be
tween 1950 and 1960, the cumulative 
deficit was only $17.7 billion, in a 10-
year period. Between 1960 and 1970, it 
was $57 billion. So for a 20-year period 
it was $74.7 billion-less than $75 bil
lion. We would love to get to a deficit 
this year of $75 billion, just in one 
year. 

It was in the Nixon-Ford years, 
during their 8-year reign, that we 
started pell-mell down the road to big 
deficits. That is when we ran up, 
during that time, the $400 billion in 
cumulative deficits from 1971 to 
1981-$400 billion. Our great Demo
cratic President, Lyndon Baines John
son, balanced the budget. That is the 
first time in that period between 1960-
79. 
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The junior Senator from Colorado 

argued against our amendment but he 
did not state anything that was wrong 
with the program; he did not state 
that it was ineffective. He got into a 
very pleasing discourse about how we 
have to cut everything back to solve 
our problems. 

But did we? Are we making cutbacks 
in just about every program? No. We 
are increasing many programs. We in
creased defense and the entitlement 
programs. And retired Senators and 
retired House Members should take us 
out to dinner, because we are going to 
take care of you. We did not make any 
decreases there. Or retired colonels, 
majors, admirals-no, no. They are 
going to get their increases. 

We increased fire sales for surplus 
airplanes last week. They were 747's. 
They did not come offering us any L
lOll's or DC-lO's. Do you think that 
the Budget Committee just got togetl}
er and cut all parts of the budget? 

Hogwash. 
The groups who can afford to hire 

people to lobby us, they get the treat
ment. For those who do not, the disad
vantaged and handicapped children, 
who do not have the clout, they get 
cut out. What we are trying to do is 
get that particular disparity equalized, 
and given these kids a little head start. 

What we are saying, Mr. President, 
is please do not cut these programs. 
We are trying to just freeze the pro
gram at the current policy level. That 
is not asking too much, I can assure 
you. Especially when we voted bil
lions-$28 billion-more for entitle
ment programs in this budget. And 
gave billions more away in tax cuts. 

Do you know what is going to 
happen here in 5 weeks' time, the 1st 
of July? We are going out to borrow 
$40 billion at 14.5 percent interest. 
And mail it around and call it a tax 
cut. 

Of course, if we delayed cutting 
taxes, what do they call it-"revenue 
enhancement"? They have all kinds of 
key words for the way they want to 
describe raising taxes. 

We do not have the political will to 
bring the budget under control. We 
need to address defense, taxes, and 
social security. The distinguished 
junior Senator from Colorado was 
talking about social security, and I 
admire him for it. On social security, 
he has been a stalwart and we tried to 
work together to sober this country 
up. 

But with respect to defense pro
grams, I am not sure we stand togeth
er. The poor defense contractor comes 
up, Paul Thayer from LTV, goes to 
the White House and says, "Please, 
Mr. President, we have a bottleneck. 
The contracts are coming so fast we 
cannot handle them." 

So they come up to BARRY GoLD
WATER with the AH-64 helicopter and 
say, "Senator GoLDWATER, we need a 

billion dollars more." For what? For 
100 less helicopters. Cost overruns. 
Just willy-nilly, billions and billions. 
We have 50 programs in the Defense 
Department, approved by this Con
gress to cost $145 billion that are now 
on the books at $325 billion. And we 
want to cut programs for the poor. 

Maybe we should put the Senate de
bates on TV. We could get the soap 
companies to sponsor the darned 
thing, I can tell you that. We could 
sell a lot of Camay with this fiction. 

I can say here and now, Mr. Presi
dent, you cannot win arguments about 
cutting programs for the disadvan
taged and the handicapped with all 
this doubletalk about the entire 
budget and the Eisenhower years and 
symphonies and Vietnam veterans. We 
have a real problem. The Senator 
from Colorado <Mr. HART) touched on 
it when he pointed out the problems 
we are having in the All-Volunteer 
Army. Recruits are not coming with 
that talent and skills needed to oper
ate effectively. So we are paying for 
cuts in title I with bigger problems in 
the military. 

We are putting out field manuals in 
the armed services now that are like 
Life magazines, picture books on how 
to fix things the recruits cannot read. 
These cuts just do not make any sense. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Ver
mont, the chairman of the Subcom
mittee on Education, is very frugal 
and very careful, has conscientiously 
stated he supports this amendment. 
He knows the problems. He has the re
sponsibility to come up with solutions. 

There is no use to come in and just 
stonewall all amendments and then 
give each other the good government 
award that we have a good budget. 
Later on I will offer an amendment 
that, if adopted, will make it a good 
budget. 

We hope we can get a bipartisan 
effort going to really make a good 
budget. But barring that, do not reject 
every amendment and knock it down 
without consideration, even in the 
light of the plea of your own chairman 
on that side of the aisle. 

Mr. President, I yield to the distin
guished Senator from Colorado <Mr. 
HART). 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Massachusetts <Mr. KENNEDY) 
and the Senator from Hawaii <Mr. 
MATSUNAGA) be added as cosponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, my distin
guished colleague from Colorado fea
tured in his remarks two phrases, con
trol and restraint. I agree with him 
that both are needed. He analyzed 
how the Congress of the United States 
and the Federal Government arrived 
at where they are. I would just like to 
add to that two factors which he did 
not mention, both having to do with 

restraint. One is a $1.8 trillion defense 
buildup in 5 years, and the other is a 
$150 billion tax cut. 

By no stretch of the imagination can 
either of those qualify under the de
scription of control or restraint. 

I like to cut taxes as much as 
anyone, and if we lived in a period of 
2- to 4-percent inflation and a bal
anced Federal budget where the Gov
ernment of the United States was not 
borrowing money, I might be willing 
to go along, I might even lead the 
charge in some experiment called 
supply-side economics-cut taxes and 
get more revenues or however it is de
fined. 

But we did not do that. We experi
mented in a highly volatile atmos
phere. I believe we ought to increase 
defense spending-nowhere near a $1.6 
trillion defense buildup in 5 years-

. more selectively, more carefully cali
brated and buying the right kind of 
weapons systems and not just throw
ing money at the defense problem. But 
neither of those policy decisions a year 
ago represented restraint or represent
ed control. 

So where do we find ourselves now? 
In response to two unrestrained policy 
decisions, we are now asking the disad
vantaged and the handicapped chil
dren of this country to pay for it. The 
issue is who does pay? Who is going to 
sacrifice, and who is sacrificing in my 
own State of Colorado, and all around 
this country, are handicapped children 
and disadvantaged children. 

This body last week had a chance to 
vote to defer, not to cancel, but defer, 
a nuclear powered aircraft carrier, $3.7 
billion. We voted against it 60 to 40. 
That was not restraint. That was not 
an exercise in budget control. Now we 
are being told by people who voted for 
that aircraft carrier that we cannot 
fund the disadvantaged and handi
capped children's education program. 
That is not fairness and restraint, and 
that is not fairness and sacrifice. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. All 
time on the amendment has expired. 

The junior Senator from Colorado. 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 

have a couple of observations and then 
I am going to yield to the distin
guished Senator from New Mexico, 
the chairman of the Budget Commit
tee, with the expectation that his re
marks will close debate on this amend
ment, and I yield time from the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Colorado is recognized. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, 
first of all, I say to my colleague from 
Colorado that this is a matter of prior
ities, and he is entitled, of course, to 
say that one portion of the budget is 
more important than another, and we 
all have our own opinions as to what 
the most important part of the budget 
is. 
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I respectfully disagree with my col

league, however, about the tax cut. To 
describe this as an unrestrained action 
or somehow to equate it with large in
creases in spending seems to be consid
erably wide of the mark. The fact is 
that taxes have risen very rapidly in 
this country for a number of years, 
due primarily to the graduated income 
tax and the rates of inflation which 
we have experienced, which have 
pushed all of us into higher and 
higher tax brackets; that is, all of us 
who have been fortunate enough to 
keep pace actually or approximately 
with the rise in inflation. 

What we have had in our tax system 
and what for the next 3 years, at least, 
we will continue to have is sort of an 
engine that pushes taxes up. The tax 
reductions which were enacted by 
Congress last year, in fact, are just 
about enough, projected over the next 
3 years, to hold us even. We are really 
not getting much in the way of a tax 
cut, but at least our taxes are not 
being raised very much more after two 
decades in which the average family's 
taxes were increased in nominal terms 
just about 500 percent, just about five 
times in nominal noninflation adjust
ed dollars. 

There is another issue with respect 
to taxes that we should not lose sight 
of. The argument to put through the 
marginal tax rate reductions and the 
business tax cuts which were enacted 
by Congress and which were approved 
I believe on a vote of 87 to 11 in the 
summer of last year, I would remind 
my colleague, rested on two points. 
One was equity, the issue of whether 
or not it was fair to permit taxes on in
dividuals and businesses to rise year 
after year, gobbling up a larger and 
larger fraction of their disposable 
income. That was one argument. 

The other argument was what was it 
doing to our economy. It seemed to 
most of us that the evidence was quite 
clear that the increase in the Govern
ment portion of the economy occa
sioned in part by the tax increases was 
resulting in economic stagnation, un
employment, in a general decline in 
the tone and tenor and productivity 
and thrust and enthusiasm of the pri
vate sector and the productivity upon 
which our economic future depends. 
And so it was based on both equity 
and practical economics that 87 Mem
bers of this body voted to cut taxes. 

Because there is an awful lot of hy
pocrisy in this game, I want to ac
knowledge that the Senator from Col
orado, my colleague, is consistent on 
this matter. He was not for the tax cut 
then, he is not now, and so he is pursu
ing an agenda on which he has been 
consistent. I think that is admirable. I 
disagree with him in this particular in
stance, but I think it is quite different 
for him to make the argument that he 
has just made than it is for somebody 
who voted for the tax cut last year to 

now come back and complain of it, as 
some Senators have on a number of 
occasions recently. 

Second, I would respond briefly on 
the question of whether or not $1.8 
trillion in increased defense spending 
is well advised. That again is a judg
ment. Certainly, I wish that the mili
tary situation in the world were such 
that we could get by with a much 
lesser degree of increase. That is 
simply a judgment arrived at in con
sultation with the executive branch 
and many Members of Congress as to 
what is realistically necessary in order 
to meet our security requirements, 
that is, the threat posed by the Soviet 
Union. Somebody may think it is too 
much. It is my judgment that it is 
about right, although I wish that it 
could be a lot less and that that 
money could be returned to the tax
payers or returned to programs of edu
cation for the handicapped or for vet
erans or for any number of purposes 
which would be more desirable, at 
least, to this Senator. 

I think it is worth pointing out that 
the distinguished minority leader of 
the Budget Committee raised the issue 
of how we piled up these deficits, and 
he may have left the impression that 
somehow the figures which I cited 
were incorrect. If he did so, I am sure 
it was unintentional. From 1960 to 
1980, Federal spending, in fact, in
creased from about $77 billion to ap
proximately 10 times that amount. He 
made the point that most of that in
crease came in the last half of the 20-
year period, and reminded us that 
during part of that period Republicans 
occupied the White House. 

I had not attempted to introduce a 
partisan element into it. I would cer
tainly acknowledge that Jerry Ford 
had a big responsibility for that. He 
presided as President during the years 
when spending was very high and, in 
fact, when it was rising. 

But since the Senator from South 
Carolina makes the point, let me just 
remind him that on the average the 
deficits during the Carter years were 
higher than those of the Nixon-Ford 
years. In fact, they were about twice 
as high. 

I do not think, however, it is useful 
to get very deep in that partisan argu
ment, because I believe most of us 
know that the blame falls pretty much 
equally on both parties, that both Re
publicans and Democrats had a hand 
in getting us into this mess; that if we 
are going to get out, if, in fact, we are 
going to show the kind of restraint 
and responsibility that is necessary to 
produce a budget which will head off 
an economic disaster, it is going to 
have to be done with the reasonable 
cooperation of Republicans and Demo
crats in both Chambers. I encourage 
my friend from South Carolina not to 
worry too much about whether or not 
the main responsibility for past indis-

cretions falls on Jerry Ford or L. B. J. 
or Jimmy Carter. The question is 
where do we go from here. 

I am convinced that this budget res
olution more or less in its present 
form, though it is far from perfect and 
I would say as one Member it is far 
from satisfactory to me, is so far 
better than the alternative, which is to 
let these enormous deficits in prospect 
occur, that I hope an overwhelming 
number of Senators will be disposed to 
turn down this amendment and subse
quent amendments and, in fact, to 
support the resolution. 

Mr. President, I now yield to the 
Senator from New Mexico, the chair
man of the Budget Committee, who I 
believe has a few observations about 
this amendment, which I expect will 
close the debate on this issue. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank my good 
friend from Colorado. I also thank 
him for relieving me on the floor. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the 
chairman yield for a question? 

What does the floor manager have 
in mind in terms of a vote on this 
amendment? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I was just going to 
say that I think the time on the 
amendment has expired. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time has expired. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I am going to speak 
for about 5 minutes and then will be 
ready to vote, if the Senator from Col
orado has nothing further. 

We have not been rotating amend
ments, not because we have changed 
the procedure, but because we did not 
have any Republican amendments 
ready. We do now. An amendment by 
Senator HELMS will be next, and I un
derstand the other side has a couple 
that have been ordered. So we will not 
take a Democratic amendment next, 
but one by Senator HELMS, on our side. 

Mr. President, I have mixed feelings 
here, because I do not think there is 
any Senator more concerned about the 
future of education than this Senator. 
I stated some of the natural reasons 
for that last night, and I do not care to 
repeat them. 

One does not have to be personally 
involved in a program in order to ap
preciate it, but I do happen to have 
eight children. They are in schools 
and often have classmates who are 
handicapped or need special help. I 
happen, through good fortune, to have 
a wife who, in a volunteer status, 
works in education for the handi
capped. So I have a feel for it. 

Soon after the President sent up his 
budget this year, in February, I met 
with teachers, administrators, parents, 
those involved in the programs that 
are in this amendment, from my State, 
from around the country. Originally I 
had wanted to support the President. 

I said: "What do you think about the 
President's budget in these areas?" 
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I received a uniform reply: "Bad. 

Will not work. Too big a cut." 
Even in my State, which has an ex

cellent equalization formula for the 
schools, so that we do not have a big 
disparity between a school in a poor 
area, with poor children, versus a 
wealthier area-even in my State they 
thought it was too big a cut. 

We suggested: "What do you think 
the effect would be if we stayed at the 
same level that you are getting this 
year?" I wish I had them before me 
now, because I cannot describe to the 
Senate the expressions of joy on their 
faces, to think that we might do that. 
We had all these cuts, and we said, 
"Why don't we make it level funding 
again-no cuts?" 

In an almost incredulous response, 
they said, "Senators, if you can join 
others and do that, we would be satis
fied." 

Let us leave that. 
The resolution before the U.S. 

Senate is a very proeducation resolu
tion. Remember what the President 
originally requested which brought 
the educators-those concerned about 
title I, those concemed about handi
capped education-up here in Febru
ary, March, and April. 

It significantly changes that original 
budget. In a moment, I will tell the 
Senate how much. It was a lot; not a 
few hundred million dollars, not $600 
million or not $800 million, but $1.7 
billion was added back to the function 
encompassing elementary and second
ary education. 

I say to the Senate that is really all 
you can do-add it back to the func
tion. It does not matter what anybody 
says here about what it will be used 
for. That is up to the Appropriations 
Committee. 

So $1.7 billion was added back. If 
anyone wants to insist on asking 
where it will go, I will be honest-! do 
not know. It will go where the Appro
priations Committee puts it, not neces
sarily where we say it will go. 

If you follow our assumptions, it is 
about a billion dollars that we have 
added back in title I. It is not $100 mil
lion; it is $1 billion: we have also added 
back $240 million for vocational educa
tion, $260 million for education, bilin
gual State block grants, and the like. 

I think that is clear. I believe that if 
the Senate's Subcommittee on Educa
tion Art, and the Humanities were 
meeting today, with the economy we 
have today, and if they were drafting 
the laws that we are funding today, 
and if they saw the American economy 
today, with a projected $182 billion 
deficit in fiscal year 1983, $216 billion 
the next year, and $233 billion the 
next year, I honestly believe that that 
subcommittee would look at these 
numbers and say, "That is plenty of 
money, we have to take our share, too. 
We have a mess on our hands, and the 
best way to help education is to build 
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the American economy back, to get in
terest rates down, to keep inflation 
down, and to get the country going 
again." 

After all, most • of education is not 
paid for by the Federal Government 
with programs such as this. It is paid 
for by State and local taxpayers, from 
State and local revenues. 

In fact, last night I misspoke myself. 
I was trying to draw a comparison be
tween how much money is spent in 
America for education and how much 
we were talking about in this measure, 
and I said $50 billion or $60 billion. It 
turns out to be $100 billion spent by 
local units of government to pay for 
elementary and secondary education. 

We are here today talking about new 
budget authority of $4.5 billion over 3 
years for these programs, as if that 
were the comerstone for education in 
America. It is not. I understand, how
ever, that since the avowed and al
leged purpose for this $4.5 billion in 
new budget authority is for title I and 
handicapped, it is really hard for 
people to vote against it. 

Let me summarize: The resolution 
before the Senate, which is sought to 
be amended, has already added back 
$1.7 billion over what the President 
asked for; $1 billion in title I over 
what he asked for. 

If we assume that the money is 
going to be spent as recommended by 
the Budget Committee, there is level 
funding for these programs from 1982 
to 1983. With inflation, that is some
what of a cut. Nonetheless, it is level; 
it is not a reduction. 

I urge that the Senate not adopt the 
amendment. We have been holding 
the line on what I think is a good 
budget. 

In summary, I do not believe that 
anyone should ask for more for these 
programs now, with American econo
my in its present condition. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, once 
again the Senate is afforded an oppor
tunity to send a message to the coun
try regarding its priorities in this 
budget resolution. The issue is not
with all due respect to the chairman 
of the Budget Committee-whether 
our country is broke or whether we 
can afford more funds for education. 
The question instead is: Do Americans 
think that defense is so important to 
require a significant real growth while 
education is so unimportant that it 
can afford what is effectively a pro
gram cut? 

I do not think that the country has 
such priorities-and I do not think 
that this budget should reflect such 
an orientation. 

Mr. President, we are talking in this 
amendment about $1 billion in budget 
outlays. In terms of the budget deficit, 
that is a drop in the bucket. In terms 
of a $700 billion defense outlay, this is 
a drop in the bucket. But in terms of 
the title I program and the handi-

capped education program and many 
students across the country participat
ing in these programs this amount is 
very important. Quite simply, it will be 
the difference between participation 
and aid or benign neglect and igno
rance. 

Mr. President, the title I program is 
a successful one. Study after study has 
shown that students benefit and in 
many cases benefit significantly from 
participation in this program. Yet the 
Budget Committee proposal will effec
tively cut 10 percent from this pro
gram. I think that such an action is 
simply wrong. 

Handicapped education similarly has 
been effective at meeting a continuing, 
significant need. For too long prior to 
the adoption of Federal aid to handi
capped for education, too many handi
capped children had little prospect of 
receiving a quality education. This 
program changed that. It established 
an American commitment to these 
Americans. We should not now erode 
that commitment. 

Our country cannot permit such an 
erosion in services-in fact, we cannot 
afford such a result. We talk often in 
these Chambers about the need to re
store growth to our economy. We talk 
about investing in our Nation by in
vesting in machines and new technolo
gy. But at the same time, we seem to 
forget who builds those machines and 
develops th~t technology. We forget, 
in short, our greatest resource-the 
American people. The best way to re
store productivity to this economy is 
to train and educate our people-not 
to tell disadvantaged students that, in 
the eyes of the Senate, their education 
does not have a high priority. 

Mr. President, we debated this issue 
last night and were told that the 
budget could not afford more money 
for education. I disagree. We can and 
must afford education. We must not 
forget the words of Franklin Roosevelt 
that "the last place that America 
should seek to economize is in the 
schools." This amendment needs the 
wisdom of President Roosevelt. I urge 
my colleagues to do likewise. 

Mr. WEICKER. I rise in support of 
Senator HART, Senator STAFFORD and 
the other Senators cosponsoring an 
amendment to the budget resolution 
for increasing the funding for function 
500, the education programs, in par
ticular special education. 

Adequate funding is critical for the 
implementation of the Education for 
All Handicapped Children Act. The 
law which mandates that special kids 
be given the special services they need 
to be all they can in our society must 
be supported. Last year's funding level 
will not accomplish next year's work. 
State and local school systems cannot 
provide tomorrow's level of services 
with yesterday's budget. They have 
yet to receive the percentage of Feder-
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NAYS-51 al support promised them yet they are 

responsible for educating their handi
caped children: To allow inflation to 
further erode Federal support is shirk
ing our responsibility. 

This amendment will provide at 
least some of the funds necessary to 
continue vital programs such as early 
childhood, vocational education, and 
other secondary programs, and person
nel preparation. Early childhood pro
grams for preschool handicapped chil
dren give them the best chance for 
learning to cope with their handicap
ping conditions and to capitalize on 
their capabilities. Vocational educa
tion programs which serve handi
capped youth including regular voca
tional education provide preparation 
and training for employment. Person
nel preparation is essential to keep the 
supply of competent special and regu
lar education teachers we need to 
teach handicapped children. 

These special education programs 
and others have been in jeopardy due 
to the budget cuts of last year. We 
cannot abandon our responsibility . to 
handicapped children. I urge my col
leagues to support this amendment 
and insure that handicapped children 
are afforded the rights of nonhandi
capped children to a free, appropriate 
education. 
e Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, the title 
I compensatory education program for 
the disadvantaged has been one of the 
most successful education programs 
ever enacted by the Federal Govern
ment. By providing many basic read
ing and math skills to low-income stu
dents in our Nation's elementary and 
secondary schools, title I represents a 
crucial investment in this Nation's 
future. 

Of course, Mr. President, most Fed
eral programs are undertaken with 
goals as laudable as those which 
prompted enactment of title I. The 
fact of the matter, however, is that 
title I works, and works well. 

Mr. President, numerous studies, in
cluding an extensive study undertaken 
by the Department of Education, have 
indicated that title I students perform 
at substantially higher levels than 
low-income students not served by 
title I programs. These are students 
who would not normally be exposed to 
the opportunity for a high quality 
education; and therefore would not 
otherwise be able to obtain the read
ing and math skills necessary to the 
achievement of success in later aca
demic and career pursuits. 

The sad fact, Mr. President, is that, 
even under current policy, title I 
reaches only about 40 percent of those 
students who are eligible for the pro
gram. If anything, we are not making 
a sufficient effort to provide this basic 
service to many millions of school chil
dren throughout the country. 

Mr. President, if we do not make 
even the minimal commitment to con-

tinue this program at current service 
levels, we will be dooming those chil
dren to lives of substandard education 
and employment. Just as importantly, 
Mr. President, we will be robbing the 
Nation of its greatest natural re
sources-the minds of its young 
people. 

Additionally, Mr. President, the Edu
cation for All Handicapped Children 
Act has made an invaluable contribu
tion to our effort to open access to 
quality education to all American chil
dren. This fact was recognized when a 
bipartisan group of 285 Congressmen 
and 59 Senators wrote to President 
Reagan earlier this year requesting 
that no reductions be made in funding 
for Public Law 94-142 and that no 
changes be made in its regulations. 

Mr. President, the fact of the matter 
is that, although the original plan was 
for the Federal Government to pro
vide 40 percent of the funding for 
Public Law 94-142 programs, we are 
currently providing a mere 12 percent. 
We are already shirking the commit
ment made to the handicapped of this 
Nation when Public Law 94-142 was 
passed in 1975. We must not pull fur
ther back from that commitment. 

Mr. President, I urge passage of the 
Hart amendment.e 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, 
there is no time remaining on the 
amendment, and I am prepared to 
yield the floor, and am prepared to 
vote. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HATCH). Is there a sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICE. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. On this question the yeas and 
nays have been ordered, and the clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 
the Senator from Connecticut <Mr. 
DODD), is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there any Senator in the Chamber 
who wishes to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 48, 
nays 51, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 129 Leg.] 
YEAS-48 

Andrews 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Bid en 
Bradley 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Byrd, Robert C. 
Cannon 
Chafee 
Chiles 
Cranston 
DeConcini 
Dixon 
Duren berger 
Eagleton 

Ex on 
Ford 
Glenn 
Heflin 
Heinz 
Hollings 
Huddleston 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Leahy 
Levin 
Long 
Mathias 
Matsunaga 

Melcher 
Metzenbaum 
Mitchell 
Moynihan 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pryor 
Randolph 
Riegle 
Sarbanes 
Sasser 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Tsongas 
Weicker 
Zorinsky 

Abdnor 
Armstrong 
Baker 
Boren 
Boschwitz 
Brady 
Byrd, 

Harry F., Jr. 
Cochran 
Cohen 
D 'Amato 
Danforth 
Denton 
Dole 
Domenici 
East 
Garn 
Goldwater 

Dodd 

Gorton 
Grassley 
Hart 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Hawkins 
Hayakawa 
Helms 
Humphrey 
Jepsen 
Kassebaum 
Kasten 
Laxalt 
Lugar 
Mattingly 
McClure 
Murkowski 
Nickles 

Packwood 
Percy 
Pressler 
Proxmire 
Quayle 
Roth 
Rudman 
Schmitt 
Simpson 
Specter 
Stevens 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Wallop 
Warner 

NOT VOTING-I 

So Mr. HART's amendment (UP No. 
971) was rejected. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. HART. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on the motion to 
table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from New Mexico <Mr. 
DOMENICI). The yeas and nays have 
been orderd, and the clerk will call the 
roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
<During the call of the roll, the Vice 

President assumed the Chair.) 
The result was announced-yeas 51, 

nays 49, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 130 Leg.] 

YEAS-51 
Abdnor Gorton Packwood 
Andrews Grassley Percy 
Armstrong Hatch Pressler 
Baker Hatfield Proxmire 
Boschwitz Hawkins Quayle 
Brady Hayakawa Roth 
Byrd, Helms Rudman 

Harry F., Jr. Humphrey Schmitt 
Cochran Jepsen Simpson 
Cohen Kassebaum Specter 
D'Amato Kasten Stevens 
Danforth Laxalt Symms 
Denton Long Thurmond 
Dole Lugar Tower 
Domenici Mattingly Wallop 
East McClure Warner 
Garn Murkowski 
Goldwater Nickles 

NAYS-49 
Baucus DeConcini Huddleston 
Bentsen Dixon Inouye 
Biden Dodd Jackson 
Boren Duren berger Johnston 
Bradley Eagleton Kennedy 
Bumpers Ex on Leahy 
Burdick Ford Levin 
Byrd, Robert C. Glenn Mathias 
Cannon Hart Matsunaga 
Chafee Heflin Melcher 
Chiles Heinz Metzenbaum 
Cranston Hollings Mitchell 
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Moynihan 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pryor 
Randolph 

Riegle 
Sarbanes 
Sasser 
Stafford 
Stennis 

Tsongas 
Weicker 
Zorinsky 

So the motion to lay on the table 
the motion to reconsider was agreed 
to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena

tor from New Mexico. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield to me for a moment? 
Mr. DOMENICI. Yes, I am happy to 

yield. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The major

ity leader is recognized. 
AMENDMENTS REMAINING 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, this 
seems like a good time, perhaps, to try 
to get a bearing on where we are, how 
much time it is going to take, and 
when we are going to get finished. If I 
may have the attention of Senators, 
let me say that we have a great 
number of amendments on this list 
and I have a terrible feeling that the 
list may not be complete. What I need 
to do, if Senators will bear with me for 
a moment, is go over the list and ascer
tain if some of these amendments may 
not be offered and, in the cases where 
they will be offered, to try to suggest a 
time limitation less than that provided 
by statute and, heaven forbid, to see if 
there are others that may have to be 
added to the list. 

If I may start down this list, I see on 
my list a Chiles amendment. I do not 
see the Senator from Florida on the 
floor. That is to deal with increased 
veterans benefits. 

A DeConcini amendment. 
Mr. President, I do not see-let me 

run through the list. There are not 
enough on the floor now to get a good 
count, but any Senators who do not 
intend to offer these amendments 
and/ or any Senators who are willing 
to give us some sort of a reduced time, 
if they will contact either cloakroom 
and let us know, it would be most 
helpful as the leadership tries to 
decide how late we will stay in tonight 
and how late we may stay tomorrow in 
order to finish this resolution. We are 
going to try to finish it this weekend. 

CHILES on veterans; DECONCINI on 
waste, fraud, and abuse; DECONCINI on 
veterans; METZENBAUM on tax in
creases; MoYNIHAN on superfund. That 
has been done. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. That is another 
one. 

Mr. BAKER. We have to do it again? 
Mr. HOLLINGS. We have to do it 

again. 
Mr. BAKER. MOYNIHAN on Postal 

Service; KENNEDY on Social Security; 
HoLLINGS on third year of tax cut; 
LEAHY-HOLLINGS on WIC; EAGLETON on 
indexing; SASSER on railroad retire
ment; BRADLEY on SPRO; RIEGLE on 
defense cut; PRoXMIRE on credit 
budget; RoBERT C. BYRD on unemploy-

ment benefits; and CHILES on law en
forcement. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. BAKER. Yes. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, there 

is a very good possibility that the Sen
ator from Rhode Island <Mr. PELL) 
and I may offer an amendment to 
repeal the safe harbor leasing provi
sion. 

Mr. BAKER. Anybody else? 
Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I have 

an amendment on germaneness on the 
reconciliation. 

Mr. BAKER. Another Chiles amend
ment on reconciliation germaneness. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I shall 
take 30 minutes equally divided. We 
are going to address ourselves to a tax 
cut. 

Mr. BAKER. Thirty minutes equally 
divided, the Senator from North Caro
lina is willing to accept. 

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator has 
two amendments, does he not, just for 
the listing? 

Mr. HELMS. Yes, Mr. President, I 
have a second tentative one. You may 
a.S well put it down, but I am going to 
try to avoid calling it up. 

Mr. BAKER. Can the Senator tell 
me the nature of that amendment? 

Mr. HELMS. That has to do with de
fense spending. 

Mr. BAKER. Senator MATTINGLY? 
Mr. MATTINGLY. About 20 min

utes evenly divided. 
Mr. BAKER. What is the amend

ment on? 
Mr. MATTINGLY. Revenue re

straint. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, did 

the Senator say equally divided or 
evenly divided? 

Mr. BAKER. Equally divided. 
Anybody else? 
Mr. HEFLIN. I have one on cancer. I 

am agreeable to 20 minutes, equally di
vided. 

Mr. BAKER. Twenty minutes is long 
enough for the Senator. 

Mr. BUMPERS. As the majority 
leader knows, this side of the aisle has 
a little retreat planned this weekend. 
The schedule was to leave here at 2 
o'clock tomorrow afternoon. Can the 
Senator give us some idea of whether 
our party has been torpedoed or not? 

Mr. BAKER. I do not plan to torpe
do the party, but I must reiterate 
what I said before. I think we are obli
gated to try to finish this resolution 
this weekend. Really, the question at 
hand is whether we can finish tonight 
and, if so, by what hour or if it is nec
essary to be in session tomorrow~by 
the way, we will be in session tomor
row-and whether it is necessary to be 
in session on this resolution tomorrow. 

Once again, my preference would be 
to finish this tonight, because I know 
a great number of Senators have :plans 
for tomorrow, but it really seems un
likely that we can finish it tonight, 

unless we can get time reductions on 
most of these amendments. 

I am going to ask our cloakroom to 
start shopping each one of them, and I 
will speak with the minority leader 
about doing the same on his side, and 
then we will try to work out an ar
rangement. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, will the 
majority leader yield? 

Mr. BAKER, Yes; I yield to the Sen
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. We Democrats, quite 
frankly, think what the Senate is 
doing is considerably more important 
than our retreat, and so it is of no rel
evance to_ our retreat tomorrow at 2 
o'clock. I would like to make it clear. It 
is totally irrelevant. If we have to stay 
here through Sunday, we are delight
ed to do that. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Senator 
from Delaware. 

Mr. DOLE. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BAKER, Yes; I yield. 
Mr. DOLE. Would it be helpful if we 

did not talk so much? 
Mr. BAKER, It might even be help

ful if we did not vote so much. 
Mr. President, I am advised that 

there are 14 hours and 20 minutes left 
on the resolution. I will announce my 
intention at this time to ask the 
Senate to remain in tonight late-we 
will reserve on how late-in an effort 
to try to complete this resolution. If it 
is not possible to do it, I am not in
clined to ask the Senate to remain in 
all night but would rather resume con
sideration of this bill sometime early 
in the morning. But we can still finish 
this tonight if we put our minds to it 
and if we can negotiate short-time 
agreements so that we can get 
through this list of what is now 26 
amendments that remain-27 amend
ments. 

Mr. President, I thank all Senators 
for their attention, and I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Might I ask the 
majority leader, so there will be no 
misunderstanding, we are doing our 
best to get a list of amendments but 
this is not binding on anybody? 

Mr. BAKER, Yes; that is exactly 
right. 

Mr. DOMENICI. If anybody else has 
any in mind, I assume we would like to 
know about them, but that is about 
the best we can do at this point. 
- Mr. BAKER, I do not want to know 
about it, but I guess we have to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
understand that it is now a Republi
can turn, and we do have an amend
ment. The distinguished Senator from 
North Carolina <Mr. HELMS) is going 
to offer an amendment. He says that 
we can agree on 30 minutes equally di
vided. 

I ask unanimous consent that there 
be 30 minutes on the Helms amend
ment equally divided. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

MURKOWSKI). Is there objection? 
The Senator from North Carolina. 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I thank 

the distinguished manager. May we 
have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will 
the Senate please come to order? Will 
the Senate please come to order? 

The Senate is now in order. The 
Senator from North Carolina is recog
nized. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 972 

<Purpose: To reduce the level of tax 
increases) 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I have 
an unprinted amendment at the desk 
which I call up and ask that it be 
stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from North Carolina <Mr. 

HELMS) proposes an unprinted amendment 
numbered 972. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
Beginning on page 2, line 6, strike all 

through page 21, line 2, and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

Fiscal year 1982: $623,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1983: $647,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1984: $704,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: $782,000,000,000. 

and the amounts by which the aggregate 
levels of Federal revenues should be in
creased are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1983: $2,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1984: $2,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: $2,000,000,000. 
<2> The appropriate levels of total new 

budget authority are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1982: $777,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1983: $831,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1984: $892,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: $966,000,000,000. 
(3) The appropriate levels of total budget 

outlays are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1982: $740,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1983: $762,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1984: $795,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: $846,200,000,000. 
(5) The amounts of the deficits in the 

budget which are appropriate in the light of 
economic conditions and all other relevant 
factors are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1982:$117,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1983: $115,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1984: $91,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: $64,200,000,000. 
(6) The appropriate levels of the public 

debt are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1982: $1,144,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1983: $1,292,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1984: $1,419,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: $1,532,800,000,000. 

and the amounts by which the temporary 
statutory limits on such debt should be ac
cordingly increased are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1982: $64,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1983: $147,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1984: $127,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: $113,000,000,000. 
(7) The appropriate levels of total Federal 

credit activity for the fiscal years beginning 

on October 1, 1981, and October 1, 1982, are 
as follows: 

Fiscal year 1982: 
<A> New direct loan obligations, 

$67,300,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $93,000,000,000. 
(C) New secondary loan guarantee com

mitments, $69,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1983: 
<A> New direct loan obligations, 

$63,600,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $102,500,000,000. 
(C) New secondary loan guarantee com

mitments, $68,300,000,000. 
(b) Pursuant to sections 301 and 304 of 

the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, the 
Congress hereby determines and declares 
the appropriate levels of budget authority, 
and budget outlays, for the fiscal years 1982 
through and inclusive of 1985 and the ap
propriate levels of new direct loan obliga
tions, new primary loan guarantee commit
ments, and new secondary loan guarantee 
commitments for fiscal years 1982 and 1983 
for each major functional category are: 

(1) National Defense (050): 
Fiscal year 1982: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$216,900,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $190,300,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $30,000,000. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1983: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$257.700,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $215,300,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $30,000,000. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1984: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$278,300,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $243,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$316,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $277,700,000,000. 
<2> International Affairs (150): 
Fiscal year 1982: 
<A> New budget authority, $16,800,000,000. 
<B) Outlays, $11,400,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$10,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $9,300,000,000. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1983: 
<A> New budget authority, $16,200,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $11,600,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$10,200,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $9,300,000,000. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1984: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,000,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $11,200,000,000. 
(3) General Science, Space, and Technolo-

gy (250): 
Fiscal year 1982: 
<A> New budget authority, $7,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $7,100,000,000. 

<C> New direct loan obligations, 
$200,000,000. 

<D> New primary loan guarantee commit
ments, $0. 

<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-
mitments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1983: 
<A> New budget authority, $7,000,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $7,300,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1984: 
<A> New budget authority, $6,900,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $7,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: 
<A> New budget authority, $6,900,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $6,800,000,000. 
(4) Energy (270): 
Fiscal year 1982: 
<A> New budget authority, $4,800,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $6,400,000,000. 
.<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$10,600,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $1,700,000,000. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1983: 
<A> New budget authority, $4,900,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $4,800,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$12,100,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $600,000,000. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1984: 
<A> New budget authority, $4,200,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $3,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: 
<A> New budget authority, $4,100,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $3,400,000,000. 
(5) Natural Resources and Environment 

(300): 
Fiscal year 1982: 
<A> New budget authority, $10,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$30,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1983: 
<A> New budget authority, $9,900,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $10,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$30,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1984: 
<A> New budget authority, $9,300,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $9,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: 
<A> New budget authority, $8,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,500,000,000. 
(6) Agriculture (350): 
Fiscal year 1982: 
<A> New budget authority, $9,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,800,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$22,600,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $2,700,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee com

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1983: 
<A> New budget authority, $6,600,000,000. 
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(B) Outlays, $9,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$19,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $2,600,000,000. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1984: 
<A> New budget authority, $8,300,000,000. 
<B) Outlays, $7,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,700,000,000. 
(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370): 
Fiscal year 1982: 
<A> New budget authority, $6,500,000,000. 
<B) Outlays, $3,800,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$15,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $41,200,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $68,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1983: 
<A> New budget authority, $6,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $3,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$15,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $41,200,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $68,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1984: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $3,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: 
<A> New budget authority, $7,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $3,100,000,000. 
(8) Transportation <400): 
Fiscal year 1982: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$400,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $900,000,000. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $3,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1983: 
<A> New budget authority, $21,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $19,000,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$500,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $800,000,000. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $3,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1984: 
<A> New budget authority, $21,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: 
<A> New budget authority, $21,800,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $18,100,000,000. 
(9) Community and Regional Develop-

ment (450): 
Fiscal year 1982: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,200,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $900,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1983: 
<A> New budget authority, $6,900,000,000. 
<B) Outlays, $7,400,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$2,200,000,000. 
<D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $600,000,000. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1984: 

<A> New budget authority, $6,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $7,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: 
<A> New budget authority, $7,000,000,000. 
<B) Outlays, $6,700,000,000. 
(10) Education, Training, Employment 

and Social Services <500>: 
Fiscal year 1982: 
<A> New budget authority, $25,400,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $28,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,300,000,000. 
<D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $6,500,000,000. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1983: 
<A> New budget authority, $25,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $25,800,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $7,500,000,000. 
<E) New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1984: 
<A> New budget authority, $25,200,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $25,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: 
<A> New budget authority, $24,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $24,600,000,000. 
(11) Health (550): 
Fiscal year 1982: 
<A> New budget authority, $78,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $73,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $100,000,000. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1983: 
(A) New budget authority, $79,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $74,300,000,000. 
<C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $100,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1984: 
(A) New budget authority, $92,600,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $79,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$104,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $89,700,000,000. 
02) Income Security (600): 
Fiscal year 1982: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$260,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $251,500,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations 

$2,800,000,000. 
<D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $17,000,000,000. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1983: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$281,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $260,800,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations 

$2,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $18,700,000,000. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1984: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$300,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $267,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$332,900,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $285,000,000,000. 
(13) Veterans Benefits and Services <700): 
Fiscal year 1982: · · 
(A) New budget authority, $24,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $23,800,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations 

$1,000,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $11,900,000,000. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1983: 
<A> New budget authority, $23,400,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $22,100,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$1,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $20,900,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1984: 
<A> New budget authority, $24,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $22,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: 
<A> New budget authority, $24,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $23,300,000,000. 
(14) Administration of Justice <750): 
Fiscal year 1982: 
<A> New budget authority, $4,500,000,000 
(B) Outlays, $4,600,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E) New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1983: 
(A) New budget authority, $4,600,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $4,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1984: 
<A> New budget authority, $4,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: 
<A> New budget authority, $4,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,300,000,000. 
(15) General Government (800): 
Fiscal year 1982: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1983: 
<A> New budget authority, $5,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1984: 
(A) New budget authority, $4,700,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $4,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: 
<A> New budget authority, $4,700,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $4,100,000,000. 
< 16) General Purpose Fiscal Assistance 

(850): 
Fiscal year 1982: 
<A> New budget authority, $6,400,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $6,300,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$200,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $800,000,000. 
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(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1983: 
<A> New budget authority, $6,600,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $6,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$200,000,000. 
(0) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1984: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,700,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $6,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: 
<A> New budget authority, $6,900,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $6,300,000,000. 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, let me 

say at the outset that I have nothing 
but the highest respect for Senator 
DOMENICI and all others who have 
worked so tirelessly on what has come 
to be known as the "compromise 
budget.'' 

But the Senator from North Caroli
na very much feels that this compro
mise will not do the job that must be 
done if we are to turn the economy of 
this country around. All of us know 
what the problem is, we know the 
cause of the financial distress in this 
country. We have been talking about 
it for years and years, and doing little 
or nothing about it. We ran for the 
Senate on pledges that we would 
reduce spending and we would reduce 
taxes. 

I have set here for hours this week 
and listened to the oratory about the 
various amendments to add billions of 
dollars in Federal spending. I have 
heard the suggestions that we drop 
the third year of the tax reduction. 
Both, combined, constitute precisely 
the wrong way to go in our efforts to 
turn the country around. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order. Those having 
conversations in the back please move 
to the cloakroom. 

The Senator from North Carolina 
may proceed. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, my amendment can 

be characterized, I suppose, as a "No
vember amendment" because the vote 
on this amendment will provide an op
portunity for Senators to go home and 
say, "I voted to reduce Federal taxes" 
and "I voted to cut Federal spending." 
This amendment will give us the op
portunity to see where Senators stand 
on these issues. 

My amendment would strike $101.2 
billion in additional tax increases pro
posed by the pending resolution and 
would replace those taxes with pro 
rata reductions in nondefense spend
ing. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, 
what did the distinguished Senator 
call the amendment? The Senator said 
he would characterize it--

Mr. HELMS. The November amend
ment. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. What? 
Mr. HELMS. November amendment. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. November. 
Mr. HELMS. I will explain what I 

meant. I heard two Senators from the 
side of the aisle of- the able Senator 
from South Carolina going down the 
corridor, and that is precisely what 
they called their proposals-and we 
have been voting on them all week-to 
increase Federal spending. They were 
chuckling and said, "Boy, we have 
them on the spot. This is a November 
amendment." So I decided to offer a 
November amendment which will do 
something to help the American 
people, and help turn the economy 
around. 

Under the committee's proposal, rev
enues would go up. In other words, 
taxes would increase by over a third of 
a trillion dollars over the next 3 years. 
The committee's 1985 revenue figure 
of $825 billion would be $202 billion in 
excess of the revenue number for 1982. 
The total amount by which taxes in 
1983, 1984, and 1985 would exceed the 
tax level for 1982 would be a startling 
$365.2 billion. 

Mr. President, this $365.2 billion 
committee-approved tax increase 
would be used to finance the most 
massive spending splurge in the histo
ry of this country. Under the commit
tee's budget, spending in 1985 would 
be $148.5 billion more than spending 
in 1982. Total spending increases over 
3 years would total $282.8 billion. 

Those figures speak for themselves. 
In other words, the committee's 
budget would use $365.2 billion in tax 
increases to pay for $282.8 billion in 
spending increases. 

I do not know that any poll has been 
taken on this subject among the 
American people, but I expect that the 
people would indicate that this is not 
their idea of fiscally responsible budg
eting. And they would be right. 

In fact, if this level of tax increases 
were to continue indefinitely, the total 
tax burden imposed by the Federal 
budget could be larger than the gross 
national product as early as the year 
2018, assuming a continuation of the 
most recent patterns of growth and in
flation. 

Mr. President, before anyone sug
gests that this is an "impossible" 
amendment, that it is too harsh, let 
me emphasize that even under this 
amendment, taxes and spending would 
continue to increase. But they would 
increase at a slower rate than is envi
sioned by the committee's target. Al
though the amendment would curb 
the enormous increase in taxes envi
sioned by the pending legislation, it 
would not result in reduction in taxes 
or spending. Rather, taxes would con
tinue to climb to a 1985 level which 
would be $159 billion above the 1982 
revenue figure, and my amendment 
permits that. 

Revenues for 1983, 1984, and 1985 
would be a total of $264 billion in 
excess of the 1982 figure. 

In other words, even under my 
amendment, the American taxpayer 
would suffer from a $264 billion tax 
increase. 

Mr. President, allow me to digress 
for a moment to ask for the yeas and 
nays on my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. HELMS. Similarly, even under 

my amendment, spending over the 
next 3 years would rise a total of 
$181.6 billion above what it would be if 
it remained at the 1982 level. 

Mr. President, a recent study by 
economist Jude Wanniski for Polycon
omics, Inc., addresses itself to the 
myth that it is possible to tax our way 
out of a recession. 

"In 1932," notes Wanniski, "Herbert 
Hoover pushed through an enormous 
tax increase with the help of the 
Democrats at a time of 15 percent un
employm~nt. The hike was to have in
creased projected revenues by one
third and balanced the budget. Of 
course, it merely lengthened unem
ployment lines and ballooned the Fed
eral deficit." 

Mr. President, Mr. Hoover created 
impetus for his proposition to increase 
taxes in order to eliminate the deficit 
in his State of the Union speech on 
December 8, 1931. At that time, in 
tones similar to those we are hearing 
on this floor today, and which are in 
the committee report, President 
Hoover said: 

Our first step toward recovery is to rees
tablish confidence and thus restore the flow 
of credit which is the very basis of our eco
nomic life ... 

Even with increased taxation, the Govern
ment will reach the utmost safe limit of its 
borrowing ~apacity by the expenditures for 
which we are already obligated and the rec
ommendations here proposed. 

Herbert Stein, in his book "The 
Fiscal Revolution in America," ana
lyzes the Hoover proposal from a his
torical perspective, saying: 

Once the President and his financial ex
perts had said that balancing the budget 
was imperative, there were few, in the Con
gress or in the country, who would take the 
responsibility for denying it. . . . For the 
Democratic leadership in the Congress the 
President's tax proposal was an invitation 
either to take reasponsibility for a big defi
cit or to share responsibility for a big tax in
crease. Their riposte was to support the idea 
of a tax increase, thus aligning themselves 
with "sound finance, " but to attack the par
ticular tax increase the President proposed 
as a "rich man's tax bill," thus escaping the 
wrath of the majority of tax payers. 

Of course, history is very clear about 
what happened when President 
Hoover applied this budget resolution 
strategy of raising taxes to balance the 
budget. Some of us in this Chamber 
are old enough to recall the Depres
sion that ensued. Unemployment 
soared, and the increased taxes merely 
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served as an excuse to avoid putting 
the reins on Federal spending. 

So it was that Hoovernomics, if we 
can have a play on words-the act of 
raising taxes in order to try to buy our 
way out of a recession-did not work 
for Herbert Hoover, and since we 
cannot repeal the laws of economics, it 
won't work now. I do not think that 
this so-called compromise budget reso
lution will work. 

In any case, Mr. President, it took 
the first 183 years of this Nation's his
tory-from 1789 to 1972-for the total 
tax burden of the United States to rise 
above the $202 billion level; and in 3 
years, under the pending proposed 
budget resolution-under the commit
tee's budget-total taxation will rise 
on an annual basis in an amount in 
excess of the rise during the entire 
first 182 years of this country. 

To put it another way, it was not 
until 1972 that revenues were in
creased to the amount by which they 
would increase in 3 years under the 
committee's resolution. 

Mr. President, deficits do matter. 
But in a budget with $365.2 billion in 
tax increases and $282.8 billion in 
spending increases, it is clear that it is 
through measures to control spending, 
rather than through measures to in
crease taxes, that this country must 
seek fiscal responsibility. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will the distin
guished Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HELMS. I will be glad to yield 
on the distinguished Senator's time. I 
do not have the time. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. My question will 
be brief. 

Did I correctly hear the Senator say 
that the figures in debt owing to defi
cit in the next 3 years will be the equal 
of the whole of the increase in the 
debt from the beginning of the Repub
lic until the year 1972? 

Mr. HELMS. No, the Senator did not 
hear that. I said increase in taxes. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will the Senator 
read the passage? It was not quite 
clear to my hearing. 

Mr. HELMS. Does the able Senator 
want me to restate what I said? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will he be kind 
enough? 

Mr. HELMS. We must do this on the 
time of the other side. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Yes. 
Mr. HELMS. My exact words, as I 

recall them, were: "It took the first 
183 years of this Nation's history
from 1789 to 1972-for the total tax 
burden of the United States to rise 
above the $202 billion level." 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. And then the next 
3 years? 

Mr. HELMS. In 3 years, under the 
committee's budget-talking about 
this budget resolution-total taxation 
would rise on an annual basis in an 
amount in excess of the rise during 
the entire first 182 years. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I see, I thank the 
Senator. It was my not being attentive 

enough. What the Senator is saying is 
that the tax rise in the next 3 years 
will be the equal of the total finally 
reached in the period 1789 to 1972. At 
that point, the tax has reached $202 
billion, and now, in 3 years, there will 
be that equivalent amount. 

Mr. HELMS. That is correct. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. So you would 

have to give the gentleman opposite 
credit for having done in 3 years what 
their predecessors took almost two 
centuries to achieve. 

I can only admire and envy the 
chairman of the Finance Committee 
at this time. [Laughter.] 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I reserve 
the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. DOMENICI. If anyone wishes 
time to speak for or against the 
amendment we have time here. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I shall 
take a minute or two. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 2 minutes to 
the distinguished Senator from 
Kansas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Kansas is recognized. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, as I un
derstand the amendment, and I have 
looked at the amendment which is 
some 20 pages in length, it will elimi
nate any revenue increases and would 
offset that lack of revenue by decreas
ing spending. 

Is that in essence what it is? 
Mr. HELMS. Pro rated. 
Mr. DOLE. It was $101.2 billion? 
Mr. HELMS. Yes. 
Mr. DOLE. I feel constrained to 

oppose the amendment. 
The Senator from Kansas had hoped 

that the Finance Committee would be 
addressing a number of areas on the 
revenue side that should be addressed 
whether or not we have a deficit or a 
surplus. We are discussing such things 
as tax compliance where we find an es
timated $80 to $90 billion was not paid 
in taxes because people did not report 
or understated income, or overstated 
their exemptions and deductions. It 
has been estimated by the Internal 
Revenue Service we lost about $80 to 
$90 billion this year. 

So one thing that the Finance Com
mittee is focusing on is closing that 
gap. It is called the compliance gap. 
We would hope in the next 3 years, if 
in fact we enact those provisions, 
which the Senator from Kansas be
lieves we will, to pick up $12. to $14 
billion. 

In addition, we hope to address what 
is known as safe harbor leasing, a little 
$30 billion item tucked away in the tax 
bill last year that has had some unin
tended consequences, as far as this 
Senator is concerned. 

I know that not everyone wants to 
repeal safe harbor leasing and not ev
eryone wants to modify safe harbor 
leasing, but the Senator from Kansas 

is going to try to modify safe harbor 
leasing. 

In addition, there are other areas 
the Senator from Kansas believes we 
should address from the standpoint of 
equity and from the standpoint of fair
ness in the system. We have a volun
tary system in this country and-but it 
has been estimated that 5 million 
Americans did not file income tax re
ports last year for various reasons. 
This Senator thinks one reason is they 
do not believe the system is fair; they 
believe that too many people in the . 
upper-middle-income and upper
income brackets shelter their income 
so that they pay for lower tax rates 
than the working men and women 
pay. For the working men and women 
in this country, 99 percent of their 
taxes are withheld from their wages, 
so they are at the top as far as compli
ance is concerned. 

The Senator from Kansas also be
lieves that upper-income individuals 
should pay a minimum tax. They 
should pay something. Everyone has 
an obligation to contribute to econom
ic recovery, even the rich. That is true 
of corporations and true of individ
uals. 

So we are looking at a minimum tax 
in those areas. 

So for that reason, while it would 
seem to me that the Senator from 
North Carolina makes some valid 
points it may have the effect of undo
ing some of the areas which we should 
address in the Finance Committee. 

So while I must oppose the amend
ment, I agree with the thrust of the 
amendment of the Senator from 
North Carolina. The American people 
are overtaxed. We are going to have to 
continue to do something about the 
tax burden. That is why we have a 3-
year tax cut. 

I hope we have a nice bipartisan vote 
later on today to keep the third year 
of the tax cut, as I believe we will have 
because there is no doubt about it: we 
need to reduce taxes. 

So I commend the Senator from 
North Carolina for raising the issue, 
but I do believe that we go too far for 
some of the reasons just stated. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, will 
the distinguished chairman yield for a 
question? 

Mr. DOLE. I yield. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Is it not the case 

that the current resolution before us 
provides for approximately $102 bil
lion in tax increases in the next 3 
years? 

Mr. DOLE. Yes, that is what the 
Senator from North Carolina would 
address. He would eliminate those and 
have $101.2 billion more in spending 
cuts. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. So we are going to 
have more taxes only of a different 
mix. 
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May I associate myself with many 

things the chairman said. But we are 
going to have more taxes. 

Mr. DOLE. There is not much doubt 
about that. But certain people will 
have taxes to pay for the first time. 
That certainly will be more. Zero is 
zero and more is more than zero. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. That will be a 
novel experience for some of them. I 
wish to see an income class distribu
tion. 

Mr. DOLE. I might say to the Sena
tor from New York, as we discovered 
last year in other legislation, that 
there are some people who may not 
pay tax for very good reasons. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. That is for what 
they certainly deem very good reasons. 

Mr. DOLE. That is right. It may be 
they are providing jobs. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I am sure this will 
be a disagreeable experience. 

Mr. DOLE. And some find it dis
agreeable. Some of those are rather 
high income Americans or rather prof
itable corporations. 

So it seems to the Senator from 
Kansas that we would not be able to 
pursue that course if in fact the 
amendment of _the Senator from 
North Carolina were adopted. 

In addition, the Senator from 
Kansas does not believe that we can 
reduce spending by $101.2 billion 
beyond the cuts already made. 

Mr. DOMENICI and Mr. SYMMS 
addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator From New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am 
going to yield shortly, but first I am 
going to yield myself 5 minutes off the 
resolution. 

Let me say to Senator HELMS that I 
cannot vote for his amendment, but I 
asked the staff to do a little figuring 
here. We are going to have it ready in 
a minute, It is going to point up some
thing very dramatic. It is impossible 
for the Senator's amendment to 
become a reality, therefore, I do not 
think I can support it, and I hope a lot 
of other Senators do not. 

But let me make a point. I heard a 
Senator in responding to our majority 
leader say that there was going to be 
an amendment to repeal safe harbor 
leasing. I have been for repealing that 
or modifying it for months. But I 
really hope we do not spend the re
mainder of tonight and all day tomor
row trying to fool anyone that we 
stand here on this resolution to repeal 
the safe harbor leasing tax law. 

At this time, the resolution provides 
for $101 billion of tax increases, and 
the Finance Committee will have to 
decide how to do that. Repeal of safe 
harbor leasing may very well be part 
of that $101 billion. 

When someone comes down now and 
says, "I am going to get rid of safe 
harbor leasing," all they are doing is 
saying we are going to raise more 

taxes because all we can do is add 
more dollars in taxes to the resolution. 

If we are going to do that on that 
issue, and it is going to be reported, 
and everybody thinks that is the issue, 
then every Senator could raise a tax 
amendment and say, "I am bringing 
every tax issue here and I am going to 
vote on it even though it does not 
mean anything." All these amend
ments do is to affect the level of tax
ation in this resolution. They cannot 
affect the Tax Code directly. 

Having said that, I asked my staff to 
do the following: to exclude interest 
from the national budget as well as 
offsetting receipts and defense. I un
derstand that is what the Senator 
would exclude. 

Mr. HELMS. That is right. 
Mr. DOMENICI. At first I sent them 

to do this because I thought this 
would prove that it is impossible to ac
complish what the Senator said. 

But let me tell you what the number 
revealed. They revealed that if we cut 
the budget across the board by 6% 
percent, I am sure there are people 
around who assumed that the cut 
would have to be 15 or 20 percent. 

·I do not want anyone to think that a 
6%-percent cut is very easy, because 
that assumes cuts in all the rest of the 
budget such as social security, veter
ans' pensions, railroad retirement, 
medicare, medicaid, and all appropri
ated accounts. 

Some of those we appropriate each 
year, but others grow automatically. 
Some grow with the CPI each year. 
Some, such as medicare, grow depend
ing upon how much doctors, hospitals, 
drugs, nursing homes cost the people 
entitled to the benefits. 

Mr. HELMS. May I ask a question so 
that I can follow the Senator's line of 
reasoning? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Sure. 
Mr. HELMS. Is the Senator talking 

about the baseline or the 1982 level or 
what? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I am talking about 
the recommended budget. That was 
what I thought the Senator was talk
ing about. 

Mr. HELMS. I am. But from which 
one of these does the Senator draw his 
conclusion? 

Mr. DOMENICI. It is a 6%-percent 
cut. 

Mr. HELMS. On what? 
Mr. DOMENICI. In the budget as 

proposed, excluding defense, interest, 
and offsetting receipts. 

I know it bothers the Senator that 
he thinks that is an awful thing, 6% 
percent, but actually I think it is 
rather dramatic that this figure is no 
more than it is. This amendment 
would literally take the $101 billion 
that we have in tax increases and take 
that same amount out of the budget. 

Mr. HELMS. I will respond on my 
own time, but let me point out that 
my amendment permits a $264 billion 

increase in taxes and a $181.6 billion 
increase in spending. So let us not get 
confused about whether we are talking 
about increases-or increases on in
creases. So it is important whether we 
talk about baseline--

Mr. DOMENICI. Tax growth? 
Mr. HELMS. Yes. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I do not have any 

argument with that. There is some tax 
growth. 

Mr. HELMS. Over the 1982 level. 
I apologize to my friend for inter

rupting. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I do not know 

where the Senator got that. Is it based 
on new economics or based on econom
ics of this budget resolution? 

Mr. HELMS. Based on the obvious 
arithmetic dealing with figures fur
nished by the Senator's own commit
tee. 

Mr. DOMENICI. So the tax base 
would be growing; I do not argue with 
that. But I think it does point up 
something very good, something very 
salutary, that this budget is growing 
very fast on the expenditure side. I 
surmise that that is really the purpose 
of this amendment, to show that the 
expenditure side of the budget is grow
ing very, very fast. 

On the other hand, a 6%-percent cut 
does not sound so big, but let me 
repeat that this would include entitle
ments and social security, the big one 
we had an argument about recently, 
and all the other pensions. So Senator, 
I cannot support your amendment be
cause I do not think it could in any 
way be accomplished. You would have 
to change many, many laws. Nobody 
would change them during the rest of 
this year. But I do think you have per
formed a very salutary service for us 
here today. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Senator SYMMS 

wanted to speak. 
Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield to me? 
Mr. DOMENICI. I would be pleased 

to yield 5 minutes. 
Mr. SYMMS. I wanted to engage the 

Senator from North Carolina in colo
quy. First, I support the amendment. I 
would say, Mr. President, that there 
would only probably be about 100 mil
lion Americans who file tax returns 
who would also support the amend
ment if they analyzed the Federal 
budget. 

Mr. HELMS. I would think so, I say 
to my friend. 

Mr. SYMMS. It is just that in this 
time and in the world in which we live, 
it appears that the Washington Post 
or other major news media are dis
seminating, and somehow setting the 
agenda and encouraging the situation 
where people think that some of these 
areas in the budget are untouchable. 
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As a consequence, we probably do 

not have enough votes, I am afraid to 
say, to pass this amendment. 

Mr. HELMS. We will see. I suspect 
the Senator may be correct-and it is 
sad for the country. 

Mr. SYMMS. We will see. 
The Senator mentioned that it is a 

November amendment. I wish it were 
a May-what is this, the May 20 
amendment-that would pass today, 
because, in my opinion, I would just 
say that I would like to relate a story 
of what has happened in my State. 

Idaho is a State that has a real re
cession taking place. We are a timber
producing State, an agricultural State, 
a mining State in which all of those 
areas are in a decline, as the Senator 
knows. They are all interest rate-sensi
tive economies. 

Then on top of that the housing in
dustry, the homebuilding industry, is 
slow, as it is in all the rest of the coun
try, so the State has some areas, some 
counties, with 30 percent unemploy
ment because of the numbers of 
people who are laid off in mines, 
smelters, sawmills, and working in the 
woods. 

As a result, State revenues are down, 
and the State of Idaho found itself in 
a situation where they had a shortfall 
to finish out the fiscal year which 
ends June 30. 

There is an election going on in that 
State, too, and we have a Democratic 
Governor in the State. There are two 
challengers, who happen to be, one, 
the speaker of the house, a Republi
can, and the Lieutenant Governor, a 
Republican. 

They all agreed, because the State 
had a shortfall, that rather than raise 
taxes they should cut everyone's 
salary who works for the State of 
Idaho by 20 percent until now and the 
first of July, when the fiscal year 
ends. 

I am not sure that it sat real well 
with all the State employees, who got 
a 20-percent reduction in their wages 
for the next 6 weeks, but they did get 
a day off a week to offset for it, so 
they could at least have leisure time in 
lieu of the money they would have 
eamed otherwise. 

Everyone else in the State is very 
happy with it, and I think that is all 
we would have to do here. Some 
people will say this is unrealistic. One 
of my colleagues just said to me he 
could not vote for it because it was un
realistic. 

It has been unrealistic suggestions 
like the one the Senator from North 
Carolina is offering this aftemoon, 
which have been turned down for the 
last 20 years, that have caused us to 
have a $1 trillion debt, and if we look 
at which we have projected from the 
Budget Committee-and I think all 
Members would be advised to notice 
it-we are talking about having $1,532 

billion worth of national debt by the 
fiscal year 1985. 

If we believe that the United States 
of America was built on the theory of 
supply side economics, where you al
lowed people to be rewarded and to 
have incentives for working, producing 
savings, investing, then the impact of 
the Senator's amendment might have 
a double-barreled influence. 

You would not only save on the neg
ative aspects of raising taxes, and this 
is the worst time in our history to 
raise taxes, but you would have the 
impact of reducing Government ex
penditures and freeing those dollars to 
be spent in the private sector for 
something worthwhile and productive. 

So it may sound too complex and too 
complicated, but I believe in the long 
run, and even in the short run, those 
people who would have to have there
ductions in their benefits or slowing 
down in increased benefits or however 
it worked out in the formulas, whether 
it is 5 percent, 6 percent, or whatever, 
would be well served by this amend
ment because the Senator from North 
Carolina has offered a very beneficial 
amendment. I would ask the Senator a 
question. What is the percentage of 
taxes and Government spending of the 
gross national product today in the 
United States, 24 percent, 25 percent? 

Mr. HELMS. Between 22 and 23 per
cent. 

Mr. SYMMS. I heard a figure float
ed, and the senior Senator from Idaho 
says 24 percent, 23 percent, an alltime 
high Federal spending in our history. 

Some people come around and say, 
"Well, this economic program is not 
working." But I do not believe that 
the people in the fall of 1980 who 
voted for a dramatic change in direc
tion thought that what they were 
really going to get was spending at an 
alltime high. They voted hoping they 
were going to have what? Less taxes, 
less spending, less Government. That 
is what I thought most people voted 
for. 

The Senator from North Carolina is 
offering an amendment that would 
achieve what I think the American 
people thought they were voting for 
on November 4, 1980. I think it is not 
only a November amendment for this 
coming November but it is a November 
amendment for the past November of 
1980. It expresses what the taxpayers, 
the voters, the working Americans 
who are out there right now struggling 
to raise their families and feed their 
children and educate their children 
thought they were getting, and I think 
we should vote for this amendment 
and send it over to the other body and 
see what happens, and we might be 
amazed. The support for this would be 
overwhelming from the American 
people. 

Mr. HELMS. If the Senator will 
yield, I do not believe that the majori
ty of the taxpayers will be impressed 

with the observations that a 6%-per
cent reduction, in view of a $282.2 bil
lion increase, is impossible. 

Let me make two points very quick
ly. One is that when I referred to the 
November amendment, I was· reacting 
in good nature to a comment that I 
heard from two of our colleagues who 
had been offering amendments. They 
said, "We will see how this sits in No
vember. This is a November amend
ment." Of course, proposals have been 
made here yesterday and today to 
raise Federal spending. So I just 
thought I myself would offer a little 
November amendment myself-one to 
cut both taxes and spending-and let 
the American taxpayers who go to the 
polls in November make a judgment 
on it. 

But we must not overlook that, even 
with my amendment, spending over 
the next 3 years will rise a total of 
$181.6 billion above what it would be if 
it remained at 1982 levels. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the opponents has expired and 
the Senator has 2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, has all 
time expired? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
opponents' time has expired. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I see no 
point in prolonging this. I yield back 
the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from North Caro
lina <Mr. HELMS). The yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The result was announced-yeas 17, 
nays 83, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 131 Leg.] 

YEAS-17 
Armstrong 
D'Amato 
Denton 
East 
Goldwater 
Hayakawa 

Abdnor 
Andrews 
Baker 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Bid en 
Boren 
Boschwitz 
Bradley 
Brady 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Byrd, 

Harry F., Jr. 
Byrd, Robert C. 
Cannon 
Chafee 
Chiles 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Cranston 
Danforth 
DeConcini 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Duren berger 

Helms 
Humphrey 
Kasten 
Mattingly 
McClure 
Murkowski 

NAYS-83 
Eagleton 
Ex on 
Ford 
Garn 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Grassley 
Hart 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Hawkins 
Heflin 
Heinz 
Hollings 
Huddleston 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Jepsen 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kennedy 
Laxalt 
·Leahy 
Levin 
Long 
Lugar 
Mathias 
Matsunaga 

Nickles 
Proxmire 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Zorinsky 

Melcher 
Metzenbaum 
Mitchell 
Moynihan 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pell 
Percy 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Quayle 
Randolph 
Riegle 
Roth 
Rudman 
Sarbanes 
Sasser 
Schmitt 
Simpson 
Specter 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Tower 
Tsongas 
Wallop 
Wamer 
Weicker 
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So Mr. HELMS' amendment (UP No. 

972) was rejected. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. JEPSEN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, may we 
have order in the Chamber? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. <Mr. 
D' AMATO). The Senate will come to 
order. 

TIME LIMITATIONS ON CERTAIN AMENDMENTS 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I hope 
Senators will stay on the floor because 
I have a number of unanimous-con
sent requests in respect to time on re
maining amendments that I would like 
to propound. 

The following time limitations have 
been cleared, I believe, on both sides 
of the aisle. I wish to state them now 
for the consideration of all Senators. 

On the DeConcini amendment deal
ing with waste, fraud, and abuse lan
guage, 30 minutes to be equally divid
ed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. On a DeConcini 
amendment dealing with increased 
benefits, 30 minutes equally divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. On a Moynihan 
amendment adding half of the dollars 
in the first Superfund amendment, 20 
minutes equally divided. 
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. On a Moynihan 
amendment dealing with Postal Serv
ice, 20 minutes equally divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. On an Eagleton 
amendment dealing with indexing, 30 
minutes equally divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. On a Sasser amend
ment dealing with railroad retirement, 
60 minutes equally divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. On a Proxmire amend
ment dealing with credit budget, 60 
minutes, equally divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. On a Robert C. Byrd 
amendment dealing with unemploy
ment benefits, 30 minutes equally di
vided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. On a Heflin amend
ment dealing with cancer, 20 minutes 
equally divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. On a Hawkins amend
ment dealing with COLA, 20 minutes 
equally divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. On a Mattingly amend
ment dealing with the sense of the 
Senate in respect to out-year tax in
creases, 20 minutes equally divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Relating to the Chiles 
query, Mr. President, I have on my list 
these and other amendments. I have 
these on which no time agreements 
have been agreed to yet. I earnestly 
solicit some consideration by their au
thors. The first is a Chiles amendment 
dealing with increased veterans' bene
fits. 

Mr. CHILES. I think 1% hours 
equally divided will be sufficient. 

Mr. BAKER. I make that request, 
Mr. President. Ninety minutes equally 
divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. On a Metzenbaum 
amendment to add language to deal 
with revenues, is the distinguished 
Senator from Ohio on the floor? He is 
not. 

Mr. President, on a Hollings amend
ment dealing with the third year of 
the tax cut, could the distinguished 
Senator from South Carolina give me 
some idea of whether we can have a 
time agreement of less than the regu
lar amount? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I could call it up 
right now, I think. I thought Senator 
BYRD was going to have it. We have 
too many cosponsors. We shall try to 
limit it. We are not trying to filibuster. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Senator. 
A Metzenbaum amendment dealing 

with revenues. · 
A Hollings amendment dealing with 

WIC. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. We can do that 

easily. 
Mr. BAKER. Twenty minutes? 
Mr. HOLLINGS. A half-hour. 
Mr. BAKER. A half-hour, equally di

vided. Is that all right with the chair
man of the committee? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes, Mr. President. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, 30 min

utes equally divided. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. With

out objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. BAKER. On a Bradley amend

ment which is listed incorrectly on my 
list here as SPRO, I am told it is an 
amendment dealing with budget · re
porting. The Senator from New Jersey 
is agreeable to 1 hour equally divided. 
I make that request. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I do 
not know what that is about. 

Mr. BAKER. Is the Senator not pre
pared to agree to that yet? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I am not prepared, 
Mr. President. 

Mr. BAKER. I withdraw that re
quest unitil the Senator from New 
Jersey and the chairman of the com
mittee can consult. 

Mr. President, on a Mattingly-Nick
les amendment, 20 minutes equally di
vided. Is the chairman of the commit
tee agreeable to that? Proposing a 2-
percent cut in spending each year, 20 
minutes equally divided? 

Mr. DOMENICI. That is fine. 
Mr. BAKER. Is that agreeable to 

the minority manager of the bill? 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes, Mr. President. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I make 

that request. 
THE PRESIDING OFFICER. With

out objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, on a 

Riegle amendment dealing with de
fense cuts, is the distinguished Sena
tor from Michigan present? He is not. 

Mr. President, on a Chiles amend
ment on law enforcement? 

Mr. CHILES. One hour equally di
vided. 

Mr. BAKER. I make that request, 
Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. A Bumpers-Pen 
amendment dealing with safe harbor 
leasing? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 
shall agree to a 30-minute time limit 
on that on the condition that there is 
not a motion to table. 

Mr. BAKER. I can agree to that. Is 
the distinguished chairman able to 
agree on a 30-minute time limitation 
equally divided with the understand
ing that there will not be a motion to 
table? Let me withhold that request 
until I can also consult with the chair
man of the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I do 
not want to speak for him, but I men
tioned it a while ago and he said 30 
minutes would be acceptable to him. 

Mr. BAKER. I am agreeable to that. 
Is that agreeable with the chairman? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes, that is fine. 
Mr. BAKER. I make that request, 

Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. With

out objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. BAKER. Chiles amendment on 

reconciliation germaneness. 
Mr. CHILES. Forty minutes equally 

divided. 
Mr. BAKER. I make that request, 

Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. With

out objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. BAKER. On a Helms amend

ment on tax increases, on a pro rata 
decrease in all nondefense expendi
tures. Thirty minutes equally divided? 
I make that request, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, a Helms 
amendment to reinstate defense 
spending pro rata. Thirty minutes 
equally divided, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, a Ma

thias amendment dealing with the 
third year of the tax cut. I do not see 
the Senator from Maryland on the 
floor. 

A Chafee amendment-yes, the Ma
thias amendment on the third year of 
the tax cut. Would the Senator take a 
shorter time limitation? 

Mr. DOMENICI. It is the same. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. It is the same one. 
Mr. BAKER. It is the same one. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes, same amend-

ment, bipartisan. 
Mr. BAKER. What? 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Bipartisan. 
Mr. BAKER. I admire that. 
Mr. President, a Chafee amendment 

dealing with increased funding forma
ternal and child health care. 

The Senator from Rhode Island ap
pears not to be on the floor as well. 

That is good progress, Mr. President. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, will 

the majority leader yield? 
Mr. BAKER. Yes, I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Is it possible to 

stack any of these votes? 
Mr. BAKER. It may be later, but let 

me explore that, I may say to my 
friend from Louisiana. 

Mr. GOLDWATER addressed the 
Chair. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. ad
dressed the Chair. 

Mr. BAKER. Let me yield first to 
the Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. 
President, I may have an amendment. 
I am not certain. I would agree to 20 
minutes on my side and leave it open
ended on your side. Then the majority 
leader can decide, because I cannot tell 
him what the amendment will be be
cause I do not know myself. 

Mr. BAKER. All right, Mr. Presi
dent, I appreciate that offer. May I 
withhold making the request until I 
have a chance to talk to the chairman 
of the committee. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will 
the able majority leader yield to me? 

Mr. BAKER. Yes, I yield to the Sen
ator from West Virginia. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I listened, but I 
was not certain what the total is of 
the time that has been allocated. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, there 
are 26 amendments, and we have time 
limitations now on perhaps 21 of 
them. I have not yet totaled up the 
time, but it is a long time. 

May I inquire of the Chair how 
much time remains on the resolution? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thir
teen hours and 47 minutes time re
mains. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Chair. 
I say to my friend from West Virgin

ia that I will total this and I will be 
glad to speak with him as soon as I do. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the majority leader yield? 

Mr. BAKER. I yield to the Senator 
from Arizona. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Could the ma
jority leader give a horseback guess as 
to how much time he has on that 
paper? • 

Mr. BAKER. All right. It looks like 
at least 8 hours. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. At least. 
Mr. BAKER. I am told that it totals 

approximately 10 hours. Of course, 
rollcall votes would be added to that, 
in the event rollcall votes are asked 
for. 

Mr. President, may I say, while the 
subject has been brought up by my 
friend from Arizona, it has got to be 
very late. It is going to be very diffi
cult to finish this by tomorrow. I urge 
Senators to consider that rollcall votes 
are not necessary on every amend
ment, and I urge Senators to consider 
that perhaps all of these amendments 
need not be offered. Some of them 
maybe could be dealt with by colloquy, 
even by assurances, explanations by 
chairmen of the committees and the 
ranking members. But we are going to 
be here until the wee, small hours the 
way this thing stacks up, and maybe 
even tomorrow as well. But I will con
tinue to try to get a statement to the 
Senator from Arizona and others on 
the agenda for the balance of this day. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I just wonder if 
the majority leader could not say let 
us stay here and finish the bill, even if 
it takes all night, and let the Demo
crats stay here. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I have 
already announced that it is my inten
tion to ask the Senate to finish this 
resolution this weekend. I do not want 
it to go over until Monday. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. How about to
night, Mr. Leader? 

Mr. BAKER. We will use as much of 
tonight as we must in order to accom
plish that. 

I would like to stop short of saying 
we will be in all night, because I think 
we can do it in a shorter time than 
that. But I am willing to stay as long 
as my friend from Arizona, and that 
may be all night. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I have nothing 
to do. 

Mr. BAKER. I yield to the Senator 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. TSONGAS. I wonder whether 
both cloakrooms would inquire of the 
various Senators as to who has not 
made up their minds on the various 
amendments and who would be open 
to debate and then take those results 
and deal with the time remaining. 

Mr. BAKER. I have a better idea. I 
wonder if I could get both cloakrooms 
to inquire about the position of Sena
tors, let me match it up, and announce 
the result. 

Mr. TSONGAS. I move that request. 
Mr. BAKER. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, 

will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BAKER. Yes, I yield to the Sen

ator from South Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
was just thinking, there are probably a 
good many Senators who would like to 
be on record on these various amend
ments, but it really would not be nec
essary to have a rollcall. They could 
place in the RECORD their position, and 
that would save a lot of time. 

Mr. BAKER. I am most grateful to 
the President pro tempore, and I agree 
absolutely with his admonition to 
Members and I join him in that fer
vent request, that we reduce the neces
sity for rollcalls from time to time. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, is the 
leader possibly ready to go to 10-
minute rollcalls yet? 

Mr. BAKER. No. I would like to do 
that, but I think that the chances that 
we have Members scattered about as 
we get later in the day would perhaps 
work an inconvenience on them. But if 
we can, I certainly will do that later in 
the day. 

Mr. President, I thank the chairman 
for yielding and the distinguished 
ranking minority member. I think we 
have accomplished a great deal in 
these time limitations, and we will try 
to proceed as promptly as possible. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I understand that 
it is Democrat amendment time, and 
the distinguished ranking minority 
member has an amendment he is 
go~g to offer. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 9 7 3 

(Purpose: To reduce the deficits to $107.9 
billion in 1983, $58.4 billion in 1984, and 
$28.5 billion in 1985, by eliminating the 
July 1983 tax cut) 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask the clerk to report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from South Carolina <Mr. 
HOLLINGS), for himself, Mr. JOHNSTON, Mr. 
ExoN, Mr. HART, Mr. BmEN, Mr. EAGLETON, 
Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. MATHIAS, 
Mr. WEICKER, Mr. CANNON, and Mr. BRAD
LEY, proposes an unprinted amendment 
numbered 973. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 2, strike lines 7, 8, and 9, and 

insert: 
"Fiscal year 1983: $675,700,000,000. 
"Fiscal year 1984: $773,900,000,000. 
"Fiscal year 1985: $860,900,000,000." 
On page 2, strike lines 12, 13, and 14, and 

insert: 
"Fiscal year 1983: $30,700,000,000. 
"Fiscal year 1984: $71,900,000,000. 
"Fiscal year 1985: $80,900,000,000." 
On page 2, strike lines 18, 19, and 20, and 

insert: 
"Fiscal year 1983: $835,303,700,000. 
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"Fiscal year 1984: $897,006,200,000. 
"Fiscal year 1985: $972,808,700,000." 
On page 2, strike lines 24, 25, and insert: 
"Fiscal year 1983: $783,603,700,000. 
"Fiscal year 1984: $832,306,200,000." 
On page 3, strike line 1, and insert: 
"Fiscal year 1985: $889,408,700,000." 
On page 3, strike lines 6, 7, and 8, and 

insert: 
"Fiscal year 1983: $107,903,700,000. 
"Fiscal year 1984: $58,406,200,000. 
"Fiscal year 1985: $28,508,700,000." 
On page 3, strike lines 12, 13, and 14, and 

insert: 
"Fiscal year 1983: $1,284,503,700,000. 
"Fiscal year 1984: $1,386,906,200,000. 
"Fiscal year 1985: $1,496,908,700,000. 
On page 3, strike lines 19, 20, and 21, and 

insert: 
"Fiscal year 1983: $140,303,700,000. 
"Fiscal year 1984: $102,406,200,000. 
"Fiscal year 1985: $110,008,700,000. 
On page 30, strike lines 23, 24, and 25, and 

insert: "ficient to increase revenues as fol
lows: $30,700,000,000 in fiscal year 1983; 
$71,900,000,000 in fiscal year 1984; and 
$80,900,000,000 in fiscal year 1985." 

On page 31, strike lines 23, 24, and insert: 
"$30,700,000,000 in fiscal year 1983; 
$71,900,000,000 in fiscal year 1984; and 
$80,900,000,000 in fiscal year 1985." 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, 
what this amendment does is to take 
the resulting product of the work done 
on the other side of the aisle, the 
present first budget resolution, and to 
that we add the revenues that result 
from eliminating the third year per
sonal tax cut from the Economic Re
covery Tax Act of 1981. 

In other words, if we cancel the July 
1983 10 percent across-the-board indi
vidual income tax reduction, then we 
pick up $7.5 billion in fiscal year 1983, 
$32.9 billion in fiscal year 1984, and 
$35.9 billion in fiscal year 1985. 

That would then reduce the deficits, 
Mr. President, for 1983 to $107.9 bil
lion, $58.4 billion in 1984, and for 1985 
a deficit of $28.5 billion. 

I have grave misgiving about the 
present work product that we are now 
calling a budget resolution. It amounts 
to a compilation of figures that is only 
a vehicle to get the resolution out and 
over to the House side. It does not do 
the job. It is not taken seriously as an 
effort to really reduce the deficits and 
thereby reduce interest rates. 

We were a bipartisan group in the 
Senate Budget Committee for most of 
this particular year, and last year, but 
it has broken down the last few weeks. 
After President Reagan realized that 
some adjustment in his program was 
necessary, when this monstrous pro
gram of revenue hemorrhage ruptured 
into the economy in August of last 
year, the President himself on Sep
tember 27 on national TV asked. for an 
adjustment that included tax in
creases. 

The distinguished Senator from 
Idaho, I notice, had a letter-! just re
ceived note of it a minute ago-that 
my particular amendment amounts to 
a tax increase. No one should be 
fooled that it is a tax increase. 

What I intended to do when I first 
started at the beginning of the year 
was not increase or decrease taxes, and 
my intent by this amendment is to 
insure that we do not further decrease 
revenues and then go to the open 
market and borrow the funds at a 14.5 
percent interest rate. 

That is exactly what occurs because 
we do not have the revenues; we do 
not have the taxes. That is what 
occurs here beginning this July. This 
July is really too late. I wish my 
amendment could have been effective 
before then. 

The President thought we should 
have done something about it last Sep
tember. The fact is that we did work 
as a bipartisan group all last fall, until 
the November Atlantic Monthly arti
cle got our chief witness, the Director 
of the Office of Management and 
Budget, in dutch. The President and 
the White House crowd got all out of 
sorts and they said, "Well, the Presi
dent had not really submitted his 
budget. This was just a Carter budget. 
Let us cut what we can." And we did. 
We cut some $4 billion and then went 
home for Christmas. The rest is histo
ry. 

The President has now submitted 
his budget for fiscal year 1983, and 
that budget has been voted down by 
every Democrat and by every Republi
can on the Budget Committee. 

Thereupon, I noted a desperate 
effort being made to bring some 
budget document to the floor. We 
Democrats were then more or less 
shunted aside. I am told that this 
budget proposal was written in the 
office of the distinguished leader, with 
counsel from Stockman and the rest of 
that crowd. In any event, while it got a 
budget resolution out of committee, it 
did not last long, and now we have the 
present document. None of the 535 
Members of Congress would come out 
with a similar budget. 

On the other hand, it should also be 
realized that the task is not easy. No 
one is debunking the effort made to 
prove a budget. It is not easy. Any 
time you are looking for $425 billion, 
you really have a very difficult task. It 
has been my position that it is an im
possible task. 

What you need in order to coagulate 
a consensus is the Office of the Presi
dency to appear nationally to describe 
the dilemma and say, "Here are the 
things that must be done." A consen
sus of the body politic would then get 
behind us, as they did with the Presi
dent's program last year. 

The President came with the consen
sus, and we did dramatic things. We 
cut spending some $35.7 billion, almost 
$40 billion. We cut regulations, we in
creased defense, and we cut spending. 
We cut taxes. But that tax cut grew 
and grew and grew, and it practically 
burst the economy, losing some $750 
billion between fiscal years 1982-86. 

There was also the indexation of the 
tax code but not the de-indexation of 
spending programs. It was a one-third 
indexation move that left all the 
spending increases going out willy
nilly and then indexing the Internal 
Revenue Code by reducing taxes in ac
cordance with increases in the con
sumer price index thus losing billons 
and billions of dollars of revenues. The 
business community was rewarded for 
their consensus, their election of 
President Reagan in 1980, their pro
gram of supply-side tax cuts and de
preciation allowances, investment tax 
credits, and so forth, commencing in 
January, over 1 year ago. 

It left the business community, 
having accomplished what they had 
hoped for, actually stymied because 
they realized that they could not raise 
capital with these high-interest rates. 
They looked at the projected deficits 
that are now, by the President's own 
figures, at $182 billion for next year, 
$220 billion for the ensuing year, 1984, 
and $240 billion for 1985. 

They said, "Something has to give. 
We cannot afford to make this par
ticular investment at prime, or one 
point above prime, and be caught later 
by 20 or 25 percent interest rates. 
Something must have happened. We 
have to get Congress to its senses." 

Instead of the dramatic, promised 
increases in economic growth-and we 
had been told in May, just 1 year ago, 
that we would have nothing less than 
4.2 percent real growth in the last 
quarter of 1981 and 4.2 percent posi
tive growth rate in 1982-we had a de
cline of 4.5 percent in the last quarter, 
and another decline of 4.3 percent in 
the first quarter of 1982. 

The Department of Commerce an
nounced, after a survey of the business 
community, that there would be less 
investment under Reaganomics in 
1982 than in 1981-a very sad, sad 
commentary. In addition the economy 
has had some 500 bankruptcies per 
week. And the farm community is ac
tually having to pay out in interest 
cost in excess of net farm income. 

So we have a disastrous situation. 
We have to take the situation and 
make the best of it. 

When the majority revealed this 
budget document yesterday, it was 
quite obvious to me that they were 
coming back into reality. I had learned 
the hard way that you could not cut 
social security. You could not even 
talk about it. And certainly you could 
not get the votes against social securi
ty. 

So the $40 billion credit had to go 
out; and I, as a budgeteer, was looking 
for where they were going to find that 
$40 billion. I played that game all year 
long: Find $40 billion here, $20 billion 
here, $30 billion there. Where do you 
find the big increments to make a 
budget? 
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They did not find the $40 billion. In 

fact, they made some adjustments and 
came back with deferrals, listing an 
overall net increase of some $56 bil
lion, not just $40 billion, and then 
spaced out the particular figures, leav
ing a $64.4 billion deficit for 1985. 

The business community looks at 
certain things such as managemnt ini
tiatives, and they discover the savings. 
Then the deficit is not $65 billion but 
nearer $85 billion. 

So, having been in New York and 
having listened to what the financial 
experts say, you have to bring that 
deficit down in order to make the pro
gram work. I believe in education and 
title I for the disadvantaged, and I 
know how it hurt many here to vote 
against those problems. The work has 
been done and the votes are there for 
this budget as it now stands. If we 
could go just one step further and say, 
"Cancel out the 1983 10-percent tax 
cut," the message would go out to the 
financial markets, including Paul 
Volcker of the Federal Reserve, that 
Congress finally had become serious 
about the budget problem. We would 
pick up the revenues. We would have a 
product we could. work with, and it 
would put us all on a path to Govem
ment in the black. 

I do not want to say that they would 
dance in the streets, but they certainly 
would take heart. I said that all we 
need to do is to convince them that 
this is not the President's budget. It is 
a concurrent resolution of Congress, 
and the President of the United States 
does not sign it. But this budget would 
not ignore the President if we could 
pass it through this body. Rather than 
the President calling the business 
leadership and asking them why they 
are not investing and why they are not 
supporting his budget, on the con
trary, the business leadership would 
be calling him and saying, "Stand pat. 
You finally have a solution, a chance 
for your Reaganomics to work." 

I thought if we could get a biparti
san coalition, just by that one act 
alone, we really could come to grips 
with this particular problem. 

Now, there are those who think dif
ferently. Let me deal with my own side 
in all candor. You can well imagine, 
and I am willing to debate that if they 
want to on my side, that some have 
seen that they have benefited politi
cally since the chaos started last 
August. It is quite obvious that many, 
many were in deep, deep political trou
ble. Read last August's news and ev
eryone was going to switch to the Re
publican Party. They had a list of 
names and they were cozying up. They 
had parties and there was glee on the 
White House lawn, in the Halls of 
Congress, happy days-in fact, they 
used the Democratic song "Happy 
Days Are Here Again." 

Mr. President, some 9 months later 
Secretary Regan, their own chief eco-

nomic spokesman, said the economy 
was dead in the water, and that is ex
actly where they are. 

I have that school on my side of the 
aisle that says: 

For heaven's sake, Hollings, shut up, leave 
them dead in the water. We have a chance 
to take over this Senate. Do not bring order 
out of chaos; let the chaos continue. 

That is not an absolute fanciful ar
gument. I understand that. But I un
derstand that as Senators all of us feel 
a responsibility to act responsibly. I 
really believe it as to my own side. I 
am not talking bipartisanship. I talk 
partisanship when I say I think the 
best politics is no politics. All of this 
shadowboxing is seen through by the 
social security recipient, in my judg
ment. All of this maneuvering around 
is seen through by all of the groups in 
our society. 

I think the voters are being de
meaned by the very idea that they do 
not know what is going on. I think 
they are going to measure us on just 
how we meet this particular responsi
bility. 

If we have a chance, taking my own 
individual case, to repair the damage, 
get the deficits down and the interest 
rates down, and turn the economy 
around, get people employed, homes 
constructed, and automobiles pur
chased, then I think that we would get 
the credit for it. I would rather have 
that kind of credit than the discredit 
of just sitting by with simple amend
ments to add on here for veterans and 
there for education. I do not mind it. I 
have enjoyed it and I believe that they 
were very worthy amendments and I 
have voted with them. 

But when we get down to the bottom 
line to just vote no and not provide 
some opportunity for some realistic 
budget to face up to this problem I do 
not think we should pass it by. 

So I think if we can take this amend
ment and sweep aside all the charges 
and countercharges and provide a so
lution, then my individual politics 
would go along the line where the 
voter of South Carolina would say: 

Senator, we don't care that you didn't 
vote for the tax bill last year, and therefore 
don't take the responsibility; you still have 
a responsibility to offer a credible compre· 
hensive solution and back it and support it 
and help turn this economy around. 

So on that basis, I answer those who 
intimated that what we should do is 
not have any budget at all, any budget 
proposal. I have one. I have mailed it 
around to my colleagues, but I would 
withhold my own budget proposal and 
go along with the Republican budget, 
save this one amendment, and do so in 
a bipartisan fashion because this does 
practically what my budget proposal 
would do. Someone would then charge 
from the other side of the aisle about 
the revenue figures. 

Let us talk revenues just a minute 
because I am glad the distinguished 

Senator from Washington now is han
dling the resolution on the other side 
of the aisle for the majority. 

Last February we were all serious, 
but the discipline has broken down. It 
is chaotic. The news media cannot 
keep track as to who has which 
budget. Like they say aboard ship in 
the Navy, as the distinguished Senator 
knows, "When in danger, when in 
doubt, run in circles, scream and 
shout,"-they say, "Grab up a budget, 
put it in, call a news conference; every
one has a budget." 

But we had that discipline going and 
it worked into an effective exercise, I 
thought for a good while, there at the 
White House and even before in Feb
ruary, March, the early part of April. 
The Senator from Washington, Sena
tor GoRTON, came up with a revenue 
figure. He was saying what we need is 
$195 billion. Someone is going to come 
and say that we have a tax increase of 
$100 billion and you are going to add 
another $76 billion. Some will add it 
up to $176 billion or want to put in big 
user charges to reach $183 billion. 
That is still less than what I thought 
was originally necessary and in my 
proposal in the budget resolution I 
was thinking around $200 billion. 

The distinguished Senator from 
Washington here was thinking of $195 
billion. The distinguished chairman of 
the committee was thinking of $125 
billion, without eliminating the third
year tax reduction measure. So, he 
thought we could get $125 billion, 
without the third year or disturbing 
the President, because he had been 
loyal to this Reaganomics program. So 
you add my proposal on to his. This is 
not a crazy, loony, or extreme measure 
whatsoever. 

Where we are, and then I will yield 
for a time because I do not want to 
lose some of my good colleagues here 
who want to address this proposal, is 
in essence on top of a $750 billion reve
nue hemorrhage we have heaped a 
$1.6 trillion defense increase and then 
started indexing the tax system and 
then told Congress that now you have 
to come up with a balanced budget. 

We heard the statements last year 
from the White House and from the 
Republican leadership and Congress
man KEMP. He said "We do not wor
ship at the shrine of the balance 
budget any more." In fact, the distin
guished Congressman from New York 
said it just this past week in the 
REcoRD that balanced budgets are not 
that important. Then they give you 
that economic double talk about the 
deficit only being a small percent of 
the GNP. We got run out of office in 
1980 with that nonsense, I can tell you 
that. 

Well, I would admonish them to 
learn some lessons from 1980. That is 
not going to sell. These deficits do 
count. Let me add here that when I 
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talk about these figures you could con
sider that the Senator from Minnesota 
<Mr. BoscHWITZ) wanted to raise $124 
billion. You could add the elimination 
of the third year of the tax cut to his 
amount. 

I am in league here. I know there is 
bipartisan support to repair the 
Kemp-Roth damage done this econo
my. "It is the worst single thing that 
has ever occurred to our national 
economy," said former Republican Di
rector of the Office of Management 
and Budget James Schlesinger, and I 
agree with him. 

Now, with that in mind we realized 
that we could not touch defense. The 
distinguished Senator from Kansas 
made a good effort last night trying to 
get just 6 percent real growth. I tried 
to come across with 6 percent. 

They will not give an inch on that. 
They want their money. They want 
their fire sales for airplanes. Excuse 
me, if I am going to get bipartisan sup
port, a very good amendment that was 
passed on Boeing last week under the 
great, able lea4ership of the distin
guished Senator from Washington. 

Mr. DOMENICI. The junior Sena
tor. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes, junior Sena
tor. 

Well, he is a pretty senior Senator in 
your book and mine. We have watched 
him in the Budget Committee, and we 
do not have a better member. 

But the fact remains if you cannot 
touch social security, and you cannot 
touch defense, you have got to go to 
the revenues, and that is really the 
culprit, make no mistake about it. 

I started in February, and I did not 
come with any new taxes, save that 
$200 billion. I was freezing the entitle
ment increases, the defense increases, 
and the tax -spending increases. We 
were not increasing any taxes. We 
were just holding the line, if you 
please, at that particular point. 

So what we are trying to do here 
now, if we can get folks to go along 
and vote this kind of approach, is to 
have a real amendment and a real 
budget document that can respond to 
the needs of the Nation. 

There will be all kinds of other argu
ments. One that creeps in there is that 
somehow if you are not cutting taxes 
by law, taxes are being increased by in
flation and the ratchet effect. Eco
nomically that is true. But, Mr. Presi
dent, that is only half the picture. 

We are losing for every percent of 
unemployment above $25 billion. And 
you get your unemployment increase 
from a recession. By the way, whose 
recession is it? They double-talk you 
on that. I do not want to lose this par
ticular thought, and I will come back 
to that in a minute. I have heard the 
statement made just casually, that 
Carter raised taxes by $300 billion 
during his administration. You know I 
have been here 16 years and we had 

one surtax, as I remember it, back in 
the late days of 1968 under President 
Lyndon Johnson. Then in addition I 
voted to balance the social security 
budget. Now those are tax increases. 
But other than that, for 20 or more 
years we have not had tax increases at 
the Federal level. We have had in
creased revenues from inflation. But, 
Mr. President, we have had decreased 
revenues from the lack of economic 
growth. Therein is your $182 billion 
deficit. You know how? 

Instead of the positive growth rate 
in the economy, you have the econo
my in a decline and there is the loss in 
revenues that you want to call a tax 
cut. You have had in addition to the 
$750 billion tax cut another $100 bil
lion you have gotten on here from re
cession that has caused this deficit to 
go up. So let us not get into econo
metric monkeyshines that taxes are 
being increased without noticing the 
loss of taxes as a result of the econom
ic decline. 

Soon we will hear how this pro
gram-! can see the Senator from 
Delaware with his Kemp-Roth-got 
the inflation rate down. Well, if you 
have got the inflation rate down, is it 
the Carter recession that brought it 
down? 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, if the Sen
ator will yield, it is the Roth-Kemp. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I apologize. Roth
Kemp. Earlier he wanted it known as 
Kemp-Kemp. [Laughter.] 

The deficit-caused recession-if any
body thinks this is a Carter recession, 
then that is the recession that 
brought the inflation rate down, and 
all of you Republicans write him a 
thank-you note, will you? All of you 
who really believe that it is the Carter 
recession that brought the inflation 
rate down, do that because it is the 
Carter recession, write him a thank
you note down in Plains. He would be 
delighted to hear from you. 

But if you want to get to . the truth 
of the matter, it is the Kemp-Roth re
cession with the high deficit, and I will 
give you the credit. You have wrung 
us out. You have-Roth-Kemp, excuse 
me, the Roth-Kemp-you have got us 
all on unemployment, you have got 
more money coming in here for unem
ployment compensation, more money 
for food stamps, more money for medi
care. You are increasing under Kemp
Roth the size of Government. I dare 
you to take the size of Government 
under Jimmy Earl Carter and take the 
size of Government under Kemp-Roth 
and see which is the bigger. You got it 
last year and you got bigger Govern
ment. You got your program and you 
got bigger Government, and you 
cannot deny it. It is wrecking the 
country. 

What we have got to do is to come to 
our senses and move forward and let 
us repair this damage and quit going 
out and borrowing money. 

Oh, yes, the middle class. I never un
derstood why 5-percent did not get to 
the middle class, the 5 percent cut we 
gave in October. That was across the 
board. I thought that got to the lower 
class, the middle class, and the upper 
class. Why is this 10 percent that you 
are going to give out here in about 5 
weeks going to the middle class? 

I think it goes as 10 percent across 
the board. But they have some con
torted rationale now that next year 
for the first time the middle class gets 
a tax cut. I heard that silly statement 
just yesterday saying, "You reduced 
the maximum tax rate from 70 to 50 
percent. Now the ricp have got theirs. 
Now the middle class comes to get 
theirs." 

Well, that is cute monkeyshines. I 
did not reduce any of it. I voted 
against all of it. But the fact remains 
10 percent across the board is across 
the board. I am not trying for the 
middle class or the upper class or the 
lower class or any kind of class legisla
tion. I am trying for all classes, includ
ing the middle class, to give them a 
chance to breathe. All elements of our 
economy are suffering, and suffering 
badly, and if we only have our sensi
bilities about us and can get the vote 
on this particular amendment then we 
would have a budget we could go with, 
and I think you could get some real 
support. A consensus would develop in 
this country and we would really have 
movement and begin to turn America 
around again. 

Let me yield to the distinguished co
sponsor. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for just a moment? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes. 
Mr. GORTON. The Senator from 

Iowa had asked for just 2 minutes be
cause he needed to leave. Can I yield 2 
minutes to the Senator from Iowa? 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, before 
anyone in this body votes to change 
the personal income tax cut enacted 
last year as part of the Economic Re
covery Tax Act in any way, I just want 
everyone to understand clearly that 
they are voting for a tax increase. You 
should not delude yourselves into be
lieving that eliminating the third year 
of the personal tax cut or even delay
ing its implementation constitutes 
anything but a tax increase. 

There is a view, which is common in 
this body and elsewhere, that elimina
tion or delay of the tax cut merely 
constitutes a give back of a gift which 
the taxpayer had no right to expect 
anyway, and therefore it is a costless 
operation. Well it is only costless if 
you assume that taxes should have 
kept rising at a rapid rate, due to 
bracket creep and social security. The 
reality is that this tax cut, which some 
people believe is responsible for large 
deficits and, by implication, high in
terest rates, really did not cut taxes at 
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all; it just keeps them from rising. The 
figures speak for themselves. 

At the end of my statement I will in
clude tables prepared by the Treasury 
Department which compare the tax 
cut under ERTA to the social security 
tax increases and the tax increases due 
to bracket creep from 1980 through 
1988. The results are shown for fami
lies of four earning $15,000, $20,000, 
$25,000, $30,000, and $40,000 in 1982. 
Each family is assumed to receive cost
of-living increases to keep real pre-tax 
income unchanged over the period. 

Bracket creep due to inflation and 
payroll tax increases scheduled under 
the 1977 social security amendments 
wipe out most or all of the personal 
income tax reductions in the Economic 
Recovery Tax Act across a wide range 
of middle income families. Even the 
full 3 years of marginal tax rate reduc
tions followed by indexing are not 
enough to provide meaningful tax 
relief. 

For example, the $25,000 family ex
periences net tax increases of $253 and 
$139 in 1981 and 1982 over 1980 levels. 
The 1.25 percent tax rate reduction 
under the ERTA from 1981 (5 percent 
for the last 3 months of the year) is in
sufficient to offset bracket creep, let 
alone the combined effect of bracket 
creep and the 1981 payroll tax in
crease. <See table No. 1 and lines 4, 6, 
7, 8, and 9 of table No. 4.) The 10-per
cent marginal rate reduction effective 
July 1, 1982, is just enough to offset 
bracket creep since 1980, lowering the 
real income tax by $3 <table No. 1). 
However, the 1981 and 1982 payroll 
tax increases produce a net tax hike in 
1982. 

From 1983 through 1985, the $25,000 
family finally experiences net tax cuts 
of $34, $107, and $22. Only the third 
year of rate reduction, a 10-percent 
cut beginning on July 1, 1983, is large 
enough to cut taxes below 1980 levels. 
The third installment is in effect for 
only part of 1983, achieving full effect 
in 1984. Beginning in 1985, the income 
tax is indexed for inflation to offset 
further bracket creep. Nonetheless, 
the 1985 payroll tax increase reduces 
the tax cut from 1984 levels. 

The 1986 payroll tax increase elimi
nates the last trace of tax reduction. 
After all of ERTA, the $25,000 family 
faces real net tax increases of $6 in 
1986, $5 in 1987, and $4 in 1988, com
pared to 1980 levels. The 1986 payroll 
tax increase is the last major tax 
change prior to the payroll tax in
crease of 1990. 

The $30,000 family is more fortunate 
than the $25,000 family. It too has 3 
years of tax relief in 1983, 1984, and 
1985. However, the 1985 and 1986 pay
roll tax increases do not quite elimi
nate the whole tax cut. The family 

saves $4 in 1986, $5 in 1987, and $6 in 
1988. 

The other families are not so fortu
nate. The $20,000 family has only 1 
year of net tax cut, $34 in 1984, fol
lowed by net tax increases rising from 
$40 to $72 between 1985 and 1988. The 
hardest hit are the low income $15,000 
family and the upper middle income 
$40,000 family. Neither has even 1 
year of net tax reduction. 

The $15,000 family is hit harder 
than the others by bracket creep, and 
harder than most by the payroll tax 
increases. Consequently, the best that 
ERTA can do for the $15,000 family is 
to limit the 1984 tax burden to $32 
above the 1980 level after which the 
tax burden rises by $122 over the 1980 
level by 1988. 

The personal exemptions, $4,000 for 
a family of four, are a large percent of 
the $15,000 family's income. Failure to 
adjust the personal exemptions for in
flation from 1980 to 1984 increases the 
percent of this family's income subject 
to tax more rapidly than for the other 
families. The $15,000 family faces the 
same percentage increases in the social 
security tax rate as the other families. 
However, the family's payroll taxes 
are relatively larger, compared to its 
income tax, than other families. Con
sequently, the dollar values of the 
payroll tax rate increases are relative
ly larger compared to the value of the 
income tax rate reductions it receives. 
The only consolation is that lower 
income individuals receive a higher 
level of social security benefits per 
dollar of covered earnings and a better 
"return" on their social security tax 
"contributions," than do other work
ers. 

The $40,000 family is hardest hit by 
the social security tax increases. The 
problem lies with the rapid increases 
in the level of wages subject to the 
payroll tax. The maximum covered 
wage is $32,400 in 1982. It will rise to 
$46,200 in 1987 under scenario II-A of 
the trustees' report, and will approach 
$50,000 by 1988. The maximum cov
ered wage is indexed to average wages 
in occupations covered by social securi
ty. It rises faster than inflation, re
flecting productivity gains and rising 
real income as well as prices. Thus, it 
produces very rapid increases in the 
real payroll tax for workers whose in
comes are above the maximum cov
ered earnings. By 1988, the $40,000 
family will see its payroll tax burden 
increase faster than inflation and 
faster than its income by more than 
$1,000 above inflation adjusted 1980 
levels. There is no consolation on the 
social security benefit side. Higher 
income individuals receive a very low 
increase in social security benefits on 
additional covered earnings, and a low 

or negative "return" on their added 
tax "contributions." 

The $40,000 family also has the larg
est tax burden as a percent of income 
and the largest bracket creep problem 
in dollar terms. The bracket creep and 
the payroll tax increase produced a 
$517 tax increase in 1981. In the best 
year, 1984, the tax burden will be $21 
above 1980 levels, rising to $477 by 
1988. 

Bracket creep and payroll tax in
creases are great levelers. Measured 
against prior law, the proportional 
across-the-board tax cuts in ERTA are 
larger in dollar amount, but not in 
percentage terms, for upper income 
taxpayers who pay more tax. However, 
bracket creep and payroll tax in
creases also rise with income. The net 
tax changes in real terms from 1980 
levels after bracket creep and inflation 
are remarkably similar across middle
income levels. 

Without the third year and index
ing, taxpayers would experience even 
larger real tax increases of substantial 
amounts over the decade, roughly 
equal to the increase in the bracket 
creep and social security figures be
tween 1983 and 1988. Only the high
est, six figure, income families would 
come out ahead, those who received 
major benefits from the reduction of 
the top tax bracket from 70 to 50 per
cent. 

The Brodhead amendment to lower 
the top rate from 70 to 50 percent in 1 
year was offered during the debate 
over ERTA by the Ways and Means 
majority and the Democratic leader
ship in hopes of dissuading the bipar
tisan coalition from pressing for the 
third year and indexing. The coalition 
insisted on the deeper middle bracket 
rate cuts, because middle-income fami
lies get no relief without them. That is 
as true now as last summer. The Presi
dent's program is not just a rich man's 
tax bill. It will be, however, if the ad
ministration and Congress retroactive
ly give in to last summer's Ways and 
Means alternative. 

I ask unanimous consent to include 
the tables I referred to at this point in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the tables 
referred to were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

TABLE 1.-NET TAX CUT AFTER BRACKET CREEP AND 
PAYROLL TAX INCREASES 

[Net tax increase ( + ) or decrease ( - ) in current dollars] 

1982 
income 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 

$15,000.... 145 
$20,000.... 199 
$25,000 .... 253 
$30,000 .... 306 
$40,000.... 517 

88 56 32 90 111 
108 21 -34 40 65 
139 ·-34 -107 -22 6 
171 -49 -136 -37 -4 
318 52 21 180 266 

116 122 
68 72 
5 4 

-5 -6 
373 477 
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TABLE 2.-FAMILY OF FOUR EARNING $15,000 IN 1982 WITH COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENTS 

1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 

1. Income ............................................. .... .. ................................. ························· .......................... . 11,181 12,690 13,980 15,000 15,900 16,631 17,430 18,231 19,052 19,909 
2. Tax under 1980 Code ....... ... ...................... 704 913 1,092 1,233 1.358 1,468 1,597 1.727 1,860 1,998 
3. Tax under current law .......... .. ........................ . 704 913 1,078 1,082 1.110 1,134 1,184 1,237 1,293 1.351 
4. Tax "cut" (3- 2) ; tax decrease (-) ...................... .................................... . ........... .. ................... -14 -151 -248 -334 - 413 - 490 -567 -647 
5. Tax at 1980 ~rcent of income (7.1951 ................ .. ······························································ 1,006 1,079 1,144 1,197 1,254 1,312 1,371 1,432 
6. Tax increase rom bracket creep since 980 (2-5) .... .... ........ ........................................................ .......................... 86 154 214 271 343 415 489 566 
7. Bracket creep less tax cut ( 6 + 4); net tax increase ( + ) ; net tax decrease (- ) .................... ............................... ..... ···················· 72 3 - 34 -63 - 70 -75 -78 -81 
8. Social security tax increase from 1980 rates ............ .. .... ................................................................................................. 73 85 90 95 160 186 194 203 
9. Net tax cut (-) or increase ( +) after bracket creep and social security (7 + 8) .............................. ..................... .. ......... ............. 145 88 56 32 90 111 116 122 

TABLE 3.-FAMILY OF FOUR EARNING $20,000 IN 1982 WITH COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENTS 

1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 

1. Income .......... .. .............................. ... .... ................................................ 14,907 16,920 18,640 20,000 21,200 22,175 23,240 24,309 25,403 26,546 
2. Tax under 1980 Code ................... ...... ................... 1,220 1,515 1,793 2,013 2,207 2,379 2,576 2,773 2,975 3,187 
3. Tax under current law ............ .............................. .... ........................... ........ .............. 1,220 1,515 1,771 1,785 1,799 1,826 1,908 1,994 2,084 2,178 
4. Tax "cut" ( 3- 2); tax decrease (-) ................................. .............. .............. ..... .. .................. . ......................... -22 -228 - 408 -553 - 668 -779 -891 -1,009 
5. Tax at 1980 rcrcent of income (8.9541 ............................... ...................................................... 1,669 1.791 1,898 1,986 2,081 2,177 2,275 2,377 
6. Tax increase rom bracket creep since 980 (2-5) ........................ .... .................... ...... ....... ........................... 124 222 309 393 495 596 700 810 
7. Bracket creep less tax cut (6+4); net tax increase ( + ); net tax decrease (-) ......... ................................................................. 102 -6 -99 - 160 - 173 - 183 -191 -199 
8. Social security tax increase from 1980 rates .............................. .. ............... 97 114 120 126 213 248 259 271 
9. Net tax cut ( - ) or increase ( + ) after bracket creep and social security (7 + 8) .......... ... ................ ............................... 199 108 21 -34 40 65 68 72 

TABLE 4.-FAMILY OF FOUR EARNING $25,000 IN 1982 WITH COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENTS 

1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 

1. Income ....... .. .............................. ........... .................. .. ..... ..... .. .... ..................... .. ..... .. ................. 18,634 21,150 23,300 25,000 26,500 27,719 29,050 30,386 31.753 33,182 
2. Tax under 1980 code .............. . .......... ............................. ................................. 1.792 2,199 2,587 2,901 3,178 3,425 3.712 4,000 4,295 4,617 
3. Tax under current law .. ....................................... .................................................................. ... 1.792 2,199 2,555 2,596 2,569 2,617 2.731 2,855 2,982 3,116 
4. Tax "Cut" (3- 2) tax decrease (-) ................................................................................................ -32 -305 -609 -808 - 981 - 1,145 - 1,313 -1,501 
5. i~~ ~~c~e~~ rr;:'b}a~~~rcgr:p ~~~9l§so"(z:::sr::::::::::::::: : :::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::: : ::: : : :: : :: : : :::: : : ::::::::: .... 2,423 2,599 2.755 2,882 3,020 3,159 3,301 3,450 
6. 164 302 423 543 692 841 994 1,167 
7. Bracket creep less tax cut ( 6 + 4); net tax increase ( + ) ; net tax decrease ( - ) ........................................ .......... .. 132 -3 - 186 -265 -289 - 304 -319 -334 
8. Social security tax increase from 1980 rates ................................................................ ......................................... 121 142 152 158 267 310 324 338 
9. Net tax cut ( - ) or increase (+) after bracket creep and social security (7 +8) .... ..................................... 253 139 -34 -107 - 22 6 5 4 

TABLE 5.-FAMILY OF FOUR EARNING $30,000 IN 1982 WITH COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENTS 

1979 1980 

I. Income .......................... ... .................. .......................................... 22,361 25,380 
2. Tax under 1980 code.... ... .. .... . ..................... 2,413 2,971 
3. Tax under current law ........... ...... 2.413 2,971 

! ~f~~~~;~!~:l~~~·~~~)~:l 

1981 

27,960 
3,477 
3,434 
-43 
3,273 

204 
161 
145 
306 

1982 

30,000 
3,917 
3,512 
-405 
3,512 

405 
0 

171 
171 

1983 1984 1985 

31,800 33,263 
4,305 4,637 
3,492 3,568 
-813 - 1,069 
3,723 3,894 

582 743 
- 231 -326 

182 190 
-49 -136 

34,859 
5,030 
3,723 

- 1,307 
4,081 

949 
-358 

321 
- 37 

1986 

36.463 
5,425 
3,892 

- 1,533 
4,268 
1,157 
-376 

372 
-4 

1987 

38,104 
5,830 
4,066 

-1.764 
4,460 
1,370 
-394 

389 
- 5 

1988 

39,819 
6,260 
4,249 

-2,011 
4,661 
1,599 
-412 

406 
- 6 

TABLE 6.-FAMILY OF FOUR EARNING $40,000 IN 1982 WITH COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENTS 

1979 1980 1981 

I. Income ...................................... . ............................. ................................................. 29,815 33,840 37,280 
5,627 
5,556 
-71 
5,265 

2. Tax under 1980 Code ............... .............................. .... .. .............................. . ......................... ............................ 3,877 4,779 
3. Tax under current law ...................... ........................... .................................................. ........................ .. .... 3,877 4,779 
4. Tax "cut" b3-2); tax decrease (-) ........................ .. ............................................ ................................ .. 

~: +:~ r~cr~~~ rr;~e'b}a~~~r~r':p (~~i:~2i§so'' ('2::s): :: .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ....... .. ....... ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: .. ::::::::::::::· ··· .................. . 
7. Bracket creep less tax cut ( 6 + 4); net tax increase ( +); net tax decrease (- ) ........................................................................ .. 
8. Social security tax increase from 1980 rates ....................... ............................................................................. ..................... .............. .. 

362 
291 
226 
517 9. Net tax cut (- ) or increase ( +) after bracket creep and social security ( 7 + 8) .............. .. .................................... . 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, again, 
everyone should understand that this 
constitutes a tax increase. The tax re
duction act entitled the Economic Re
covery Tax Act of 1981 just barely 
keeps the tax burden from rising. Any 
rescission or delay of the scheduled 
tax cut would, therefore, constitute a 
tax increase. 

I urge all Senators to keep this point 
in mind when voting on this amend
ment. It is very simple. You will vote 
to raise taxes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. MATHIAS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I 
wish I could say that I were happy to 
join with my distinguished friend from 
South Carolina in sponsoring this 
amendment. I am not happy. I would 
be much happier if there were no need 
for this amendment. But, as the Sena
tor from South Carolina has so elo
quently explained to the Senate, there 
is a need for this amendment. There is 
a need to consider this option; there is 
a need to look squarely at the situa
tion as it is. 

At another time and in different cir
cumstances the 1983 personal income 

1982 

40,000 
6,312 
5,673 
-639 
5,649 

663 
24 

294 
318 

1983 

42,400 
6,996 
5,678 

-1,318 
5,988 
1,008 

- 310 
362 

52 

1984 

44,350 
7,551 
5,812 

- 1.739 
6,263 
1,288 
-451 

472 
21 

1985 

46,479 
8.158 
6,070 

-2,088 
6,564 
1,594 
-494 

674 
180 

1986 

48,617 
8,865 
6,346 

- 2,519 
6,866 
1,999 

-520 
786 
266 

1987 

50,805 
9,590 
6,629 

-2,961 
7,175 
2,415 
-546 

919 
373 

1988 

53,091 
10,346 
6,927 

-3,419 
7.498 
2,848 
-571 
1,048 

477 

tax cut would be just what the doctor 
ordered-at another time. If, for exam
ple, interest rates were down some
where at 6 percent or maybe 7.5 per
cent, if unemployment were under 5 
percent, then-then, Mr. President
the tax cut that is contemplated for 
1983 would give the economy a shot in 
the arm. And I do not think that 
anyone would dispute that. 

But, we have to look at facts as they 
are. And the facts do not reflect a con
dition of that sort. Interest rates are 
hanging around 15 percent, unemploy
ment has just topped 10 percent. We 
had hoped that the financial markets 
would respond to last year's tax cut. 
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Mr. President, may we have order? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Maryland has the floor. 
We will please have some order in the 
Chamber. 

Mr. MATHIAS. We had hoped that 
the financial markets would respond 
to last year's tax cuts with renewed 
confidence in the future. And we 
·hoped that the cuts would stimulate 
greatly increased reinvestment in in
dustrial productivity. But that has not 
happened. I would be happier if it had. 

The Federal budget deficit-the 
whopping Federal budget deficit-just 
keeps staring Wall Street in the eye, 
so Wall Street has decided to watch 
and to wait; and, sharing this caution, 
the Fed is doing the same thing. 

Now it would be great if we could 
achieve a political miracle by putting 
together a balanced budget that is fair 
to all aspects of society while keeping 
these tax cuts. But it is not going to 
happen. It just is not going to happen. 
We have reached a political stalemate 
and the economy is in a state of sus
pended animation and it is holding its· 
breath. 

The financial managers and the cor
porate executives see the 1983 tax cut 
as just a kind of sham transfer of 
money from the Government to the 
consumer. It is just a kind of a trick. It 
would be financed by what? By budget 
deficits. It is just a transfer of funds 
by budget deficits which would cancel 
out whatever stimulative effect the 
tax cut is supposed to have. 

Just this week I received a letter 
from one of the most purdent and, I 
might add, one of the most successful 
businessmen in the State of Maryland, 
a man who was supportive of the tax 
bill when it passed last year. And now 
he is telling me we ought to cut the 
1982 tax cut in half and the 1983 tax 
cut at least in half. Well, that is a for
mula that I think is interesting, but I 
think is less achievable in the situa
tion as it now is. 

Our job, the job of the Senate and 
the job of Government, is to convince 
both Wall Street and main street that 
we plan to get the deficit under con
trol by 1985. And once we convince 
both main street and Wall Street on 
this score, then I think the entire fi
nancial community will breathe a col
lective sigh of relief and we can get 
down to the serious business of retool
ing, rebuilding, and reemploying 
America. 

Now, I think it is fair to state that 
the President had hoped to use the 
prospect of huge deficits as his lever to 
get the Congress to cut spending or 
else to suffer the political conse
quences. But it has not worked. With 
the elections on the horizon, time is 
not on the President's side. For better 
or for worse, under our system of Gov
ernment, political factors distort neat 
economic models and they have to be 
factored into the equation. That is 

part of real life. So, let us patch and 
trim and contain our political losses 
and get the pain behind us and get the 
country moving again. 

Now do not let us sell the American 
people short. They have a better un
derstanding of economics than many 
think and they recognize political pos
turing when they see it. They will 
forego the tax cut if it means putting 
our economic house in order once and 
for all. And I think they will thank us, 
too, if we can rise to this occasion. 

In his report on the state of the 
Union, President Reagan summoned 
the memory of our boldest and our 
most successful Presidents. In recall
ing them, I think we also must recall 
that they never worried about revising 
their policies and their programs when 
they were overtaken by events or by 
political realities. These great Presi
dents did not cling to consistency at 
the expense of developing steady or 
stable policies that moved the country 
forward. 

Ralph Waldo Emerson said, "a fool
ish consistency is the hobgoblin of 
little minds." And that is a familiar 
quotation to many Americans. 

But much less well known are the 
words that follow. Emerson also said: 

Speak what you think today in words as 
hard as connonballs, and tomorrow in hard 
words again, though it contradicts every
thing you say today. 

Well, the time has come for words 
"hard as cannonballs" if we are to pro
tect the tax revenues that we need to 
reduce the appalling deficit while 
maintaining the programs that are the 
true bedrock of national security. 

So I urge all of my colleagues to get 
us out of this political box. And the 
way to do that is to support this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Washington. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I yield 
such time as he may require to the 
senior Senator from New Mexico. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
understand there are many people 
who wish to speak and the hour is 
late. I yield 3 minutes to myself. 

I say to Senator HoLLINGS that it 
would indeed be a pleasure if I could 
join him. He indicated we have had a 
lot of difficulty during the last couple 
of weeks working in the committee 
and on the floor in a bipartisan 
manner. I wish I could say that this 
had never existed and that it disap
peared. 

But in simple terms, if I add up what 
the Senator proposes, the Senator sug
gests that we will cure the recession 
and, I assume, bring interest rates 
down and keep them down by direct
ing the Finance Committee of the U.S. 
Senate to impose $183.5 billion in new 
taxes on the American people. 

I just want to say in all honesty that 
while I have fought hard to bring this 
deficit down, to move it in the direc
tion of balance so that we could get in
terest rates down, we need to convince 
the public that we are not going to 
reinflate this economy once again. We 
have to get the budget under control. 
The $183.5 billion in new taxes pro
posed by the Senator from South 
Carolina would raise the taxes of 76 
million currently taxable returns by 
$2,414 on average over the next 3 
years. 

I just do not believe the economy 
can stand that much. I do not believe 
the American people can stand that 
much. I do not believe the President 
will go for that much. 

When we started this new adminis
tration, we said we would have less 
taxes, less Government, and more mili
tary. I will say that the budget that is 
before this Senate preserves all three. 
Government's cost is really coming 
down. It is now growing at 5 or 6 per
cent a year instead of 14 or 15. Mili
tary is up. Some think this is still too 
high, but for others it is just right. We 
have imposed about $100 billion in 
new taxes, taxes that we will have to 
find in the Finance Committee. 

We think they can do it without af
fecting marginal tax rates. 

But a 3 year $183.5 billion tax in
crease at this point, seems to this Sen
ator to be far too much of a burden on 
American business and American tax
payers. I really do not think it will 
work. I think it will have an adverse 
effect, not what the distinguished Sen
ator and I hope. 

Mr. SYMMS. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. DOMENICI. I am not in control 

of the time. 
Mr. GORTON. The Senator from 

Georgia asked to be recognized. 
Mr. MATTINGLY. First, Mr. Presi

dent, let me say that I oppose this 
amendment. The first thing is the tax 
revenue increase that we have in this 
budget is one that is looking to try to 
create some type of tax equity, to close 
up tax loopholes. For us to say that we 
want to drop the 10-percent tax cut is 
not the direction to go. You know 
what bad politics or bad votes have 
done in the past year to increase the 
spending, but then to try to make it 
up at one time is not the direction to 
go. 

The taxpayers did not create this 
budget; we created this budget. Pre
paring a tax increase is what this will 
do, to balance the budget or to de
crease our deficit. It is not their deficit 
but it is our deficit. 

The way to create a miracle is not to 
do away with the tax cut. We always 
go out and look for the individual 
American to start beating up on for 
the mistakes that we have made here. 
I am saying that with all the subsidies 
we vote for all year long, whether it be 
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sugar or no matter what it be, and the 
other excesses that we vote for all 
year long, when it comes down to the 
time to really do something about it, 
to take on the entitlement programs 
or the index programs, we turn our 
backs on that. That is our job. That is 
not the taxpayers' fault. 

I am just saying that because we 
lack 51 people with the stamina or the 
guts to take on the total entitlement 
programs in this Federal budget is not 
an excuse to go out and cancel or ter
minate the small, marginal tax rates 
that we tried to put into effect. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I yield 

3 minutes to the Senator from Idaho. 
Mr. SYMMS. I thank the distin

guished Senator from Washington for 
yielding. 

Mr. President, I would just say that 
sitting here listening to this debate I 
find it very interesting that my good 
friend from the Budget Committee, 
Senator HoLLINGS, stated that Roth
Kemp was the most destructive thing 
that has happened to the country. 

I might say to my good friend from 
South Carolina, that the Roth-Kemp 
proposition was 10-10-10 originally. It 
was diluted to 5-10-10. Only 5 percent 
of it went into effect, so the only 
impact that it had in 1981 was a 1% 
percent reduction in marginal tax 
rates for the working American 
people. 

It is hard for me to see how this tax 
program, which has barely been put 
into effect, could have had that much 
impact. 

I think my good friend from South 
Carolina knows very well that our cur
rent economic dilemma has not been 
caused by the 1 V4-percent marginal 
rate reduction of last summer. 

I think that is a little unfair, to say 
that our good friend from Delaware's 
idea has done so much damage to the 
American people. In fact, it is an idea 
that was long overdue. It rewarded 
people for working. 

I was also interested in the com
ments of the Senator from Maryland, 
Senator MATHIAS. He quoted some 
business leader who said all this was 
was a sham transfer of Government 
resources to the consumers. 

Mr. President, that statement is 
based on the premise that somehow 
the Government owns the labor of the 
American people. I am sure the distin
guished Presiding Officer would not 
agree that the Government owns what 
people consume in this country, or 
what they produce. 

This is a country where people are 
supposed to be allowed to keep what 
they earn. Yet, somehow the argu
ment here today, in 1982, has come 
clear around the circle to where we ac
tually have a discussion saying it is a 
sham transfer of Government re
sources to the consumers. 

How far have we gone in this coun
try? What do the American people 
have to do? They are already paying, 
on the average, 45 cents out of every 
dollar they earn for taxes. They get a 
meager, marginal rate reduction that 
barely gets put into effect. They had 
the promise that they will get 5 per
cent in October of 1981, 10 percent in 
July of 1982, and another 10 percent 
in July of 1983. Barely is the ink dry 
on the bill before Members of Con
gress and the liberal media are point
ing out that it is time now to repeal 
the tax bill because the tax bill is not 
working. We heard that when we came 
back from the summer recess. 

Does the Senator from Georgia 
recall that? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
QUAYLE). The time of the Senator has 
expired. 

Mr. GORTON. I yield 2 additional 
minutes; 

Mr. SYMMS. We came back from 
the August recess and already the na
tional media was saying that the 
Reagan economic program was not 
working and we ought to repeal it. 

I remember the chairman of the Fi
nance Committee said that the ink 
was not even dry on the bill and they 
wanted to have it repealed. Now we 
are seeing 6 months later that we have 
an offer to repeal it. 

I say to those of you who want to 
raise taxes on the American people, go 
ahead and vote for the amendment, 
vote to raise the taxes 10 percent. 
That is what you are doing. 

The problem with our economy is 
that we are not cutting spending. I 
would appeal to my colleagues, why 
not take a look at this budget and 
make some good cuts in spending and 
do what the Senator from South Caro
lina offered last year. It is not too late. 

I would suggest he offer his amend
ment of last year. Let us not have this 
big increase in COLA's. We should not 
be doing that. We are giving people 
money we do not have. But to raise 
their taxes? They do not have the 
money to give back to the Govern
ment. We are trying to squeeze blood 
out of a turnip. 

I urge my colleagues to vote no on 
the amendment. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I yield 
5 minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Delaware. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. ROTH. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I have listened with 

great interest to the Hollings proposal. 
I have listened with great interest to 
determine whether there is anything 
new in this proposal. Very frankly, Mr. 
President, what he is proposing is the 
same old refrain. For years, the policy 
of this Government has been bigger 
government, bigger spending, bigger 
taxes. And where did it lead us? At the 
end of the Carter administration, we 

had double-digit inflation, running 
around 12.5 percent. Interest rates 
were as high as 21.5 percent. Unem
ployment was increasing. It was a 
pretty dismal period. 

Make no mistake, Mr. President, it is 
voodoo economics to suggest the way 
to get this country out of a slump is by 
increasing taxes. That is all that is 
being proposed here, a massive tax in
crease on the American people at the 
very time it can be ill afforded. 

Already, Mr. President, we are pro
posing something like a $107 billion 
tax increase, a very significant burden 
to be borne by our economy at this 
time, when it is in a recession. 

The distinguished Senator from 
South Carolina proposes an additional 
$76.3 billion to be added, so that what 
we would be doing by this amendment 
is increasing taxes $183.5 billion-ex
actly the wrong kind of medicine. The 
wrong kind of medicine to get this 
economy moving; the wrong kind of 
burden to put on the American people. 

Mr. President, let me point out that 
the Roth-Kemp, Kemp-Roth, Kemp
Kemp or Roth-Roth plan-1 care not 
what they are talking about. What we 
are really talking about is Reaganom
ics, a policy that has been put into 
place to bring about some real, long
term growth. But I am concerned that 
the other side seems to have no con
cern about the working people, who 
are paying ever higher taxes, year by 
year. 

Let me point out, Mr. President, 
even with the Reaganomics tax cut, 
the Roth-Kemp tax cut, the American 
people, the working people, have had 
little or no relief in the area of taxes. 
If we adopt the Hollings proposal, I 
think it is important to understand 
that every individual working Ameri
can will be paying increased taxes. Let 
me point out that the man or woman 
making $15,000 will pay an additional 
$42 in taxes in 1983, $112 in 1984. The 
person making $20,000 will be paying 
an additional $80 in 1983, $203 in 1984. 
The person making $30,000 will be 
paying an additional $204 in 1983, an 
additional $410 in 1984. So what those 
who support this amendment will be 
doing is increasing the tax burden on 
all working Americans. 

The tragedy, Mr. President, is that 
already, they are bearing too large a 
burden. Even now, with the 5-percent 
tax cut that was adopted last year, 
Americans find themselves facing 
higher taxes because of the social se
curity increases, because of the infla
tion creep. 

Let me point out that there is no 
support for increased taxes in much of 
the business community. Let me read 
what the Wall Street Journal just said 
in an editorial on May 11. 

The answer to unemployment and 
our other problems is, "to shift the 
Nation's priority back toward produc-
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tion, away from nonproduction. Ef
forts by the politicians to resume the 
steady buildup of tax burdens on 
working people and the productive 
economy must be resisted." 

Mr. President, most people do not 
understand that most of the new jobs 
come from small business and most of 
small business is not incorporated and 
the only real tax relief is in individual 
tax cuts. If we adopt the Hollings 
amendment, that means small busi
ness will lose whatever benefits they 
receive-much of the benefits they re
ceived in the tax cut last year-and we 
will be dampening really the most cre
ative, innovative part of our economy 
where most of the new jobs come 
from. 

Mr. President, let us make no mis
take what this fight is about. The 
fight is between those who honestly 
believe that the wave of the future is 
the same as our policies in the past: to 
keep Government growing, to keep 
spending increasing, to raise taxes ever 
higher on the individual; versus those 
of us who believe the wave of the 
future is to get the economy growing 
again. What the President has done is 
put some long-term policies into effect 
that will create real growth. 

The Democrats, some of them, begin 
saying 1 week or 2 weeks after the 
adoption of the program that it is not 
working. Of course, it is not working 
immediately. You cannot turn the 
ship of state around overnight. It 
takes time. I say to my colleagues the 
American people understand this. 
They want a change of policy. 

I point out that the man in the 
White House ran on the platform of 
cutting taxes along the lines of Roth
Kemp as the core of his economic 
policy of getting the country to grow. 
Those who oppose that are on the 
sidelines. 

I point out that we cannot permit 
the Reagan economic policy to be Car
terized. One of the real problems we 
had in the late seventies was that we 
flip-flopped around to meet whatever 
seemed to be the immediate issue. I 
am delighted and pleased that we have 
now a man in the White House who 
has the courage to keep a steady 
course; who is willing to take the heat 
and flak that comes about from trying 
to develop a course that will mean 
real, long-term growth. I ask those 
who would reverse this trend why they 
think the policies of the seventies will 
work in the eighties. 

During the Carter years, spending 
went up, taxes went up. That is what 
we are proposing if one looks back 
over the last 24 hours to witness what 
has happened on the Senate floor. It 
is perfectly clear that almost every 
proposal to increase spending has 
come from the other side. Now comes 
the proposal to increase taxes from 
$107 to $185 billion. 

The distinguished Senator from 
Maryland pointed out that we are near 
an election. I would say the problem in 
the past has been the policy of Presi
dents of either political party trying to 
inflate the economy for the sake of 
election day. 

This President is not making that 
mistake. As I said, he is keeping a 
steady course, and he is not going to 
permit his program to be gutted by 
amendments like this one being pro
posed today. 

The real problem . is that if you 
adopt the Hollings amendment, one 
would be prolonging the recession. 
The 10-percent tax cut that will take 
effect in July and the one following 
that year are programs that will give 
some buoyancy, some push, some 
boost to the economy at the very time 
it is needed. 

I point out that some of the same 
critics of this program last year were 
lJlrging the delay of the tax cut this 
year. Now some of those same critics 
say we should have accelerated it. 

I am saying, Mr. President, the 
President has put a major new policy 
into effect. It means that we are re
ducing Government spending. It 
means that we are reducing Govern
ment taxes. That is what the Ameri
can people demonstrated they wanted 
in the last election. That is what the 
polls show that they still want. It 
would be a mistake to make a change 
in course this year. 

I think we are making some 
progress. It is interesting to note that 
the critics of that program sort of 
downplayed the fact that inflation is 
lower than it has been in 25 years, the 
fact that even interest rates, while far 
too high, are several points below that 
of Carter. 

Mr. President, I urge that we reject 
this amendment because, if it is adopt
ed, it will mean a massive increase in 
taxes on the working people. It will 
mean a sluggish growth in the econo
my, a continuation of the recession. 

Businessman after businessman has 
come out against these high tax in
creases. I urge that each and every 
Senator vote against this as it would 
be a step in the wrong direction. 

I yield back the floor. 
Mr. HOLLINGS addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from South Carolina. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. ·Mr. President, 

before I yield to my distinguished col
league from Arkansas, let me comment 
on a couple of things. 

The distinguished Senator from 
Delaware says that my proposal is a 
tax increase on all working Americans 
and what we need are tax cuts. 

The truth of the matter is-and this 
goes to Senator SYMMs' comments ear
lier-we are now experiencing a 
present progressive tax, a $38 billion 
increment of Kemp-Roth, or Roth-

Kemp. It commenced January 1, 1981, 
and we are now in the 17th month of a 
$38 billion tax cut. 

Look what it has given us. "Ain't it 
grand." Reward working Americans. 

I will tell the Senator from Idaho 
how he rewarded people for working. 
You put 2 million Americans out on 
the streets. That is how you have re
warded working Americans with this 
program. 

Senator RoTH really believes it. He 
says: 

Make no mistake about it, the way to get 
out of a slump is not to increase taxes. 

I beg to differ. Economically some
body would argue that this is not the 
way you get out of recession. He is ar
guing Keynesian economics-no Laffer 
on that one; that is the Keynesian eco
nomics of stimulation. 

The fact of the matter is that you 
want to try to bring in some incen
tives, and we gave incentives to every
body we could find with every kind of 
work program and every kind of tax 
cut. 

Jimmy Carter had a 1977 tax cut. He 
had a 1978 tax cut. 

The Senator from Kansas remem
bers that. that tax cut was going to 
reindustrialize America then we re
duced the capital gains tax rate from 
48 down to 28 percent. 

The small business that you talk 
about; we were going to reelect my 
friend Gaylord, Senator Nelson. He 
was chairman of that Small Business 
Committee. And so we thought up ev
erything we could for small business-
14 different items. We just put them 
into the law. 

Gaylord is not here, and America is 
not reindustrialized. 

I can tell you we have had it. And I 
have done it the other way, I say to 
the Senator. 

I heard this same cry 32 years ago in 
South Carolina when we enacted the 
sales tax. They said that we could not 
afford it; it was on the working people, 
but we built a public education system. 
I authored it, and it is working. And if 
you put it to a popular vote, no one 
would ever have passed it, but no one 
in his right mind has ever recommend
ed the repeal of it. 

Twenty-two years ago, in 1959, we 
were running our budget in the red. 
And we had a constitutional amend
ment, a constitution of 1895, that said, 
"The budget shall be balanced." We 
had that in our constitution. We had 
always run it in the red. 

But we will get to that one later. 
Even David Stockman is trying to fi
nesse this mess with a constitutional 
amendment to balance the budget 
that could not possibly take place 
until the next President comes in. So 
they are very glib with the coverups, 
but running in the red, yes. 

We raised the taxes in the lowest per 
capita income State next to Mississippi 
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in the United States at that time, and 
by increasing taxes we balanced our 
budget. We paid our bills. We began 
cleaning out Delaware and bringing in
dustry into South Carolina. If you 
want to, you can see four grand, great 
Du Ponts that went down there from 
Delaware, the largest facilities. They 
have come because we increased taxes 
and paid the bills. 

So I know what it is to increase 
taxes and bring this economy around. 
I have tried it my way, and it has 
worked. I am trying your way and it is 
a bomb. 

Now, let us get to the Senator from 
New Mexico, the distinguished chair
man. Everyone knows the high regard 
I have for him. But what about these 
new taxes? They come up with a par
ticular measure and they say, "Now, if 
we take the Hollings amendment, we 
have $183.5 billion in new taxes if we 
do not change any law," and they kept 
$183.5 billion in new taxes. 

Let us get to that point. My amend
ment does not increase or decrease 
taxes. It leaves them even with the 
board. Juiy 1, 1983, you can cancel the 
effect of that law and the tax struc
ture remains the same. 

Now, who mentioned new taxes? 
You did. You all brought out a plan. 
Here it is, I have it in my hand. How 
much is it-$107.2 billion in new taxes. 

Well, you all have a stone wall in 
front of you. You have to march up to 
talk to HowARD and vote for the thing. 
You know that. 

I did not mention the new taxes. I 
tried to freeze. 

Now they are embarrassed. They 
love new taxes. That whole crowd is 
mentioning trying to redeem their 
consciences with a minimum tax. You 
are trying to now get some corpora
tions to pay taxes. They are trying to 
get rid of tax leases. You are trying to 
clean up your act. I can tell you there 
is the worst thing that ever happened 
in this body, and they just went wild. 

New taxes? I did not mention new 
taxes. I mentioned holding the line. It 
is the Republican alternative, the 
present budget, that we now have 
before us that recommends $107.2 bil
lion in new taxes. 

It is much like the fellow that went 
to the psychiatrist and the psychia
trist drew a circle on the board and 
said, "Now, what does that make you 
think of?" He said, "Sex." He drew 
some lines. He said, "Sex." He drew 
some crosses. The man said, "Sex." 
The psychiatrist looked at him and 
said, "Young man, you are the most 
oversexed man I have ever seen." He 
said, "Doc, me oversexed? You are the 
one drawing the dirty pictures." 

You are the ones drawing up this 
new stuff, not old HOLLINGS. Do not 
give me that about new taxes. You 
have before this body $107.2 billion in 
new taxes. 

All I say is, do not go out and borrow 
it and mail it around and say you are 
doing something for the working man, 
because you are putting him out in the 
street. You are not being realistic. You 
are giving us the old "it has not taken 
effect" argument. Stick to it. Keep a 
steady course. You are right about 
that. Jimmy Carter gave changing 
your mind a bad name. They do not 
want to change in the White House, 
and I think that is the difficulty we 
have. 

The President does not want to 
change. The fact is that he thinks, as 
some of you do-we just have a differ
ence of opinion-that it is working 
well. 

In fact, at the chamber of commerce 
meeting, he said, "If it ain't broke, 
don't fix it." So he is sweating it out, 
hoping that in July, with the mailing 
of some $18 billion to social security 
recipients, with the new 10 percent, 
across-the-board $40 billion in tax 
cuts-which is revenue distribution
he hopes that will stimulate the econ
omy. Maybe it will. Maybe we will 
learn a lesson. 

However, the economists are talking 
about what they call rational expecta
tions. That is what the business com
munity does. 

I was on a forum not long ago at 
which someone from Manufacturers 
Hanover Trust said that Kemp-Roth 
started and the Reagan program start
ed the day the President was elected 
back in November because, immediate
ly anticipating-that is what the 
market does-they could see that here 
was a conservative Republican Presi
dent coming in. He was going to 
reduce regulations and spending. He 
was going to reduce taxes. And they 
were going to get, as they saw it, a 
better deal, and they started in antici
pation. 

Rational expectations was the psy
chology, until it got into law, and then 
they sobered up. 

Now the rational expectation is reve
nue hemorrhage upon revenue hemor
rhage upon revenue hemorrhage. 

They will never get this Government 
back into the black during the terms 
of the next two Presidents at this rate. 
In 1985, you lose $189 billion; then in
dexing triggers in, and you lose even 
more in later years. 

Oh, yes, the gimmick of Kemp-Roth 
was to take away the resources, and 
that would force us into cutting spend
ing. But your new budget plan added 
$56 billion for guaranteed student 
loans, medicaid, medicare, additional 
funds for space science, veteran pen
sions, Postal Service. 

Here is Mr. Postal Service. He got 
his money in that caucus. He was 
there. He did not get dealt out, I can 
tell you that. I sat on that Appropria
tions Committee, and, just as I respect 
the Senator and every one of those 
particular subcommittee chairmen, 

the five subcommittee chairmen came 
in and asked for $18 billion more than 
the President asked. 

So do not say it is the same old song. 
You are the ones giving the same old 
song. 

You find the spending there, but 
you will not face up to paying, and you 
wreck the economy. Rigor mortis is 
setting in. 

I yield to the distinguished Senator 
from Arkansas. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, first 
of all, I heard the Senator from Dela
ware talking about how the Democrats 
rushed to judgment on the President's 
whole economic policy by claiming 
within 2 days after he signed the rec
onciliation and tax bills that the pro
gram was not working. 

I want to exclude myself from those 
who rushed to judgment. I was 1 of 
the 11 Senators who stood on the floor 
of the Senate in July of 1981 and said, 
that the President's tax progam would 
not work, and I voted against it. I am 
here today, in May, about 10 months 
later, saying it still is not working; and 
I will be here a year from now, if we 
do not do something today on this 
budget, again saying it is not working. 

If there is anything people distrust 
more than a politician, it is a politician 
saying, "I told you so." So I am reluc
tant to say that. 

What are the politics of this prob
lem? 

I can picture the people on that side 
of the aisle going out and campaigning 
this fall and telling their constitutents 
what yeoman service they have per
formed because they got the budget 
deficit down in the range of $110 to 
$120 billion for 1983. I would love to 
run against somebody who was boast
ing about getting the deficit down to 
$110 billion. 

If I were interested solely in the pol
itics of this problem we are confronted 
with, I would finally hope that the 
amendment offered by Senator HoL
LINGS is defeated. I would finally hope 
that the President of the United 
States would not suddenly say, "I be
lieve we went too far with the tax cut. 
We need to recant, because it is not 
working." 

Every Democrat up for election this 
fall would be in big trouble if that 
happened. I am not worried about it, 
but I am just discussing the politics of 
it. 

I said yesterday afternoon that if 
the U.S. Senate suddenly broke out in 
a spate of commonsense and responsi
bility and adopted the amendment by 
Senator KAssEBAUM to limit annual de
fense increases to 7 percent in real dol
lars, and adopted the amendment of 
the Senator from South Carolina to 
forego the third year of the tax cut, 
and repealed the safe harbor leasing 
provision-a provision for which, I am 
happy to say, the chairman of the Fi-
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nance Committee shares my lack of 
enthusiasm-if we did those three 
things and then adopted this budget, I 
might vote for some of those $85 to 
$100 billion in taxes that this Budget 
Committee has recommended. If we 
adopted those amendments, we would 
get the deficit down to $15 billion for 
1985, and we would be sending a clear 
and effective message to Wall Street, 
and one that is long overdue. 

The folly of last year's tax bill was 
not just the personal tax cut for the 
wealthiest Americans but something 
that I daresay perhaps 15 Senators 
knew was in the bill-the so-called safe 
harbor leasing provision. 

You talk about the business commu
nity this country having no enthusi
asm for higher taxes? How could they? 
We virtually eliminated the corporate 
tax last year. 

In 1948, the corporations of this 
country contributed 28 percent of all 
the revenues collected in the U.S. 
Treasury. That was in 1948. In 1980 it 
was only 12 percent. The Joint Com
mittee on Taxation projects that by 
1987, corporate taxes will be between 6 
and 7 percent of all revenues. 

One of the most interesting phenom
ena I have ever seen was noted in a 
study by the Joint Committee on Tax
ation, which concluded that productiv
ity in this country has declined stead
ily as the corporate tax rate has de
clined. The whole theory of Reagan 
economics was that if the business 
community has more incentive, more 
tax cuts, more accelerated deprecia
tion, more everything, you will sud
denly see productivity in this country 
increase, and we will then become 
competitive with Germany and Japan. 

What is the perception of the ordi
nary workingman in Arkansas? He was 
promised a tax cut, and last year, on 
July 1, he received a 5-percent cut. He 
hardly noticed it. On July 1 of this 
year, we are going to give him a 10-
percent cut. I voted for that during 
the tax cut measure. 

The Senator from South Carolina 
offered an amendment calling for 5 
percent the first year and 10 percent 
the second year; further cuts were to 
be dependent on the condition of the 
economy. I voted "aye," but, unhappi
ly, there were not too many of us who 
voted that way. 

I saw some new statistics the other 
day that showed that the national 
median family income for one wage 
earner with a wife and two children
the median income for the house
hold-is $20,000 to $21,000. 

Under this tax bill when it is fully 
effective in 1984 that family will get 
$464 in tax cuts that year. That 
amount will not even pay the increase 
in natural gas bills in my State. 

But what level tax does a U.S. Sena
tor who happens to make $60,000 get 
in 1984? A nice round $3,000. I ask you, 
who needs it most? The family of four 

making $16,000 to $20,000 a year, or a 
U.S. Senator making $60,000 a year? 
The answer is clear. 

In my State which is 49th in per 
capita income, the • median family 
income is only $16,000, or $4,000 below 
the national median. In my State, the 
average household gets only a $281 tax 
reduction in 1984, the year the whole 3 
year tax cut will be in place. And a 
man making $100,000 gets a nice round 
$6,000 that year. This is the tax pro
gram some Senators are defending 
here today. 

Mr. President, when there is a provi
sion in the tax bill that allows the 
General Electric Co. to make $2.6 bil
lion, get off tax free, and on top of 
that get a $100 million refund from 
the U.S. Treasury, when the Occiden
tal Petroleum Co. makes $950 million 
and does not pay 1 dime in Federal 
income tax, how can we expect the 
people of my State struggling on 
$10,000 and $15,000 a year to believe 
that our tax system is equitable? The 
answer is in the question. 

Mr. President, we constantly say we 
want to represent the collective 
thought of the people of this country. 
But the Gallop poll showed 30 days 
ago that 74 percent-! repeat 74 per
cent-of the people of this country 
would be happy to forego the third 
year of the tax cut in order to reduce 
this deficit. 

The Senator from Delaware referred 
to this terrible tax burden that the 
American people face. But I submit 
that if we can reduce interest rates by 
4 percent we will really be relieving 
the American people of a burden. 
People cannot buy houses because of 
high interest. They cannot buy cars. 
In January of 1981 the economy of 
this country was in a mess, and today 
it is in a shambles. The reason people 
who make less than $20,000 a year 
overwhelmingly support repealing this 
tax cut is because they hardly feel it. 
What they do feel is their inability to 
buy a house. What they do feel is 
their inability to buy a car, a refrigera
tor, or anything else that they have to 
buy on time payments. 

I have been interested in watching 
and listening to the Secretary of the 
Treasury Donald Regan. I do not want 
to embarrass him by quoting all the 
predictions he has been making now 
for a year: "Prosperity is just around 
the comer. We expect an upturn in 
the first quarter." It did not happen. 
"We expect an upturn in the second 
quarter." It did not happen. We now 
do not believe that even the third 
quarter will bring an upturn. 

The stock market drifts lower and 
lower each day. The Senator from 
Delaware referred to the burdens of 
the small businesses to whom we look 
for jobs in this country. Five hundred 
of them are taking bankruptcy every 
week. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the proponents of the amend
ment has expired. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Let me yield on the 
resolution itself 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is recognized for 3 additional 
minutes. 

Mr. BUMPERS. That is what is hap
pening to the small business communi
ty. They are dropping like tenpins, 500 
to 550 a week taking bankruptcy. That 
is the burden the small business 
people of this country are bearing. 

Mr. President, 10.5 million people in 
this country out of work translates 
into an umbelievable amount of 
human misery. Factory output is down 
another half percent in April. Produc
tivity is at a minus status. 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BUMPERS. In just a minute. 
The President says all he wants to 

do is to slow the rate of growth of 
Government. The budget he submit
ted called for spending $33 billion 
more in 1983 than in 1982. The inter
esting thing about this $33 billion 
figure is that he asked for $34 billion 
in increased defense spending. In 
other words, the entire $33 billion in
crease in the budget the President re
quested, plus $1 billion, was for in
creased defense spending. 

At the rate we are spending for de
fense, the 24 percent of the budget 
that went for defense in 1981 will be 
over 37 percent in 1987. 

It will not make any difference how 
many planes, tanks, guns, or anything 
else we have if we spend this country 
into bankruptcy and our economy col
lapses. There is nothing wrong with 
the economy of this country that 
could not be solved right here in the 
Senate before midnight. I doubt that 
what should be done will be done. But 
there is nothing wrong that we could 
not fix right here, right now. 

So I ask all of my colleagues, as Atti
cus Finch implored, "For God's sake 
do your duty." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. GORTON. How much time does 
the Senator desire? 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Three minutes. 
Mr. GORTON. I yield 3 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Iowa is recognized for 3 
minutes. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Now we are told 
that 7 4 percent of the people are will
ing to forego a tax cut to balance the 
budget and get the deficit down. But 
there was a poll within the last month 
that said that the people of this coun
try expect us by a 6-to-1 margin to cut 
spending over increasing taxes to 
bring this economy and this budget 
under control. They said this because 
the people of this country know that 
this budget is out of control and that 



10938 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 20, 1982 
it is too much business-as-usual to in
crease taxes in order to balance the 
budget. 

Let me assure you that if this 
amendment of the Senator from 
South Carolina goes through to elimi
nate the third year of the tax cut then 
the next step, and it may be offered 
anyway, will be to eliminate indexing. 
If there is anything that is business
as-usual which is going to return to 
haunt this body it is eliminating in
dexing. If we eliminate indexing, we 
are going to continue to have automat
ic tax increases year after year that 
provide the easy way of increasing 
spending. This budget has gotten out 
of control simply because we have not 
had to be responsible for the addition
ai taxes that come into the Treasury. 
As the Senator from South Carolina 
said, only twice in the years that he 
has been in the Senate did he have to 
vote for a tax increase. Why? Because 
of inflation. With each !-percent in
crease in the consumer price index and 
in wages, taxes go up 1.6 percent. 

Now, that is a windfall to the Feder
al Treasury above and beyond the real 
growth of our economy. If there is any 
one principle that we all should abide 
by if we want to be morally and ethi
cally responsible, it is that we should 
not increase spending for the Federal 
Treasury beyond the economic growth 
of the taxes supporting those services. 

Anything less than that is saying to 
ourselves that it is all right for this 
generation to live high-on-the-hog and 
let future generations pay for it. 

Why should we not be able to foot 
the bill ourselves? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time yielded to the Senator has ex
pired. 

Mr. GORTON. I yield 1 additional 
minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is recognized for 1 additional 
minute. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. What we are doing 
here in reducing taxes, followed by the 
most important step, indexing, is to 
have any increase to the Federal 
Treasury beyond real growth held ac
countable by this body. We must do 
away with these automatic tax in
creases by which we can spend and 
spend without being responsible. Only 
then will this generation pay its own 
way, so that we can pass on to our 
next generation the sound economy 
that we help create. 

Mr. President, I am afraid that those 
who would repeal the third year of the 
scheduled tax cuts, as well as tax in
dexing, would do so without having 
studied the implications of that action. 

Under the full 3-year tax cut plus 
the indexing provision, the average 
taxpayer would have a reduction in av
erage and marginal tax rates of just 
under the 1979 level. Whatever brack
et creep would set in from 1980 to 1984 
would be offset by the second and 

third years of the tax cut. Indexing 
would then maintain that level of tax
ation indefinitely. 

If we repeal the third year and in
dexing, falling marginal tax rates 
would bottom out at 1980 levels in 
1982 and 1983. After that, marginal 
rates would rise steadily-a ticket to a 
repeat performance of the current re
cession. 

As my distinguished colleague from 
Iowa stated, due to bracket creep and 
scheduled social security tax increases, 
the third year of the tax cut is crucial. 
For most middle-income families, 
these increases wipe out the effects of 
the personal tax reductions. In fact, 
many families will end up paying a 
higher percentage of their income 
than in 1980, even with the third year 
and indexing in place. 

Furthermore, the characterization 
of the 3-year tax cuts as a bonanza for 
the rich is comical, even cynical, if one 
looks at the facts. Those who would 
suffer the most from a repeal of the 
third year and indexing are lower and 
middle-income families. Upper income 
taxpayers have already received a sub
stantial reduction thanks to a demo
cratic initiative to lower immediately 
the top tax rate from 70 to 50 percent. 

A family making $200,000 would lose 
only one-quarter of its tax cuts by 
1986, while lower income families 
would lose about twice that much. 

The $15,000 family is hit hardest by 
bracket creep, and harder than most 
by payroll tax increases. If we take 
away that family's third-year tax cut 
and its ability to adjust the personal 
exemptions for inflation, then that 
family's tax burden would rise dra
matically. 

The President's tax program, the 
program we passed last summer, is de
signed to give all taxpayers equal tax 
relief. Most importantly, it protects 
those least able to cope with the tax 
burden-the lower and middle-income 
families of our Nation. 

Those lower and middle-income fam
ilies would not be protected if we 
repeal the third year and indexing. 
Indeed, their tax burden would be dis
proportionately greater. 

Mr. President, the personal tax cuts 
we passed last year are not a tax cut 
for the rich. But they will be if we 
repeal the third year and indexing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Washington. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Idaho withhold? I 
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from 
Oklahoma <Mr. BoREN). I will yield to 
him at this point. 

Mr. BOREN. I thank the Senator 
from Washington. 

Mr. President, it makes no sense to 
me to go ahead with the third year of 
the tax cut and then turn around and 
impose over $101 billion in new taxes, 
as this resolution would do. 

If the Hollings amendment were of
fered so as to substitute a 2-year post
ponement of the 10-percent tax cut or 
the $101 billion in new taxes, I would 
vote for it. However, this is not the 
case. 

The Hollings amendment as now 
written imposes a postponement in ad
dition to the $101 billion of new taxes 
already proposed in the resolution. 
This would mean a tax increase of 
over $180 billion. I cannot support an 
increase of that magnitude unless it is 
conditioned on certain economic fac
tors, as I understand the Senator from 
Nebraska <Mr. ExoN) may propose 
later or on additional cuts in spending 
which are adopted in return for it. 

The original Hollings proposal to 
freeze all spending increases and indi
vidual taxes in place until we balance 
the budget had much appeal to me. I 
am very sorry that the administration 
rejected such a fair and evenhanded 
proposal out of hand. 

Their rejection of the original Hol
lings proposal, in my opinion, was the 
first step in pushing the Nation down 
the slippery slope of outrageously 
high deficits. 

This proposal, however, relies solely 
on tax increases to balance the budget. 
It does not have the fairness of the 
original Hollings proposal and, as a 
result, I cannot vote for it. 

Mr. GORTON. I yield 4 minutes to 
the Senator from Pennsylvania. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, I have 
listened carefully to the debate here 
today on the Hollings amendment, and 
I would like to say at the outset that I 
have expressed on many occasions my 
willingness to defer or even repeal the 
third year of the tax cut if that is 
what it takes to get the deficit down to 
an acceptable level, assuming there is 
acceptable spending restraint by Con
gress. 

I have to correct my friend from 
South Carolina about one thing that 
he said. In his remarks he indicated 
that the report from the Senate 
Budget Committee, assumed that the 
third year of the tax cut will not be re
pealed. I ask him to look at page 50 of 
the committee report on the first con
current resolution for 1983, and he 
will see it uses the phrase "no assump
tion was made regarding the manner 
in which these sums would be raised." 
It is clear that the report does not pre
sume that the third year of the tax 
cut will or will not be repealed. 

Let me make a second point, Mr. 
President. In order to understand the 
implications of this amendment we 
must perform a litle bit of mathemat
ics. This amendment would make it 
necessary for the Finance Committee 
to raise $183 billion in additional taxes 
over the next 3 years. Now, as I under
stand it, last year, as part of the 1981 
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tax cut, for the 3-year period we are 
talking about, 1982 to 1985, this Con
gress voted $76 billion in business tax 
cuts; $76 billion in the third year of 
the individual tax cut; $9.5 billion in 
relief for estate taxes, and $11.5 billion 
in incentives for individual savings, 
and $7 billion to encourage energy 
production and conservation. As I add 
up those numbers, Mr. President, I get 
to a number that is considerably less 
than the $183 billion. 

So, as I understand what the Sena
tor from South Carolina is proposing 
we would have to increase the amount 
the Finance Committee is instructed 
to raise in taxes by $76 billion over the 
next 3 years, the full value of the 
third year of the tax cut. We would 
have to find the original $107 billion 
in revenue which is already in the 
budget resolution from other sources. 
What would we do, repeal every single 
business tax cut we enacted last year? 
Does the gentleman from South Caro
lina think there are sufficient votes in 
Congress to do that? 

Faced with the need to raise $183 
billion over 3 years, what Congress is 
more likely to do is repeal all of the 
estate tax reform and savings incen
tives that we enacted. Mr. President, I 
do not think this amendment has been 
very well thought through as to the 
consequences or as to the votes. 

But I suppose there is always some 
logic to some tax increase, and I have 
gone through a list of things this Con
gress might consider. They are not 
things that I believe are wise to con
sider but faced with the need to raise 
$183 billion in taxes they will be con
sidered nonetheless. 

Someone says to me, "Well, we are 
not going to repeal all those business 
taxes, Senator. We are going to find 
that money some other way. We are 
not going to repeal accelerated cost re
covery. We are not going to repeal the 
investment tax credit, not the IRA's. 
That would be wrong." 

Well then, where are we going to 
find that money? I am told the list I 
now hold in my hand is the list of 
things the minority feels they might 
do. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
RUDMAN). The time yielded to the Sen
ator has expired. 

Mr. HEINZ. I ask for 2 additional 
minutes. 

Mr. GORTON. I yield 2 additional 
minutes to the Senator from Pennsyl
vania. 

Mr. HEINZ. I understand they want 
to increase the floor on medical deduc
tions to 10 percent of an individuals 
income; they want to eliminate the 
$150 health insurance deductions; 
they want to limit industrial revenue 
bonds; they want to limit mortgage in
terest deductions. What impact would 
that have on the already depressed 
housing industry? The minority is ap
parently willing to repeal the DISC; 

they want to repeal State sales tax de
ductions so that people can be taxed 
twice; repeal the personal property de
ductions, so that people can be taxed 
twice; repeal the $100 exclusion on 
dividends; tax every penny of unem
ployment tax compensation-that is a 
nice one for families and communities 
devastated by unemployment. The mi
nority appears willing to reduce 
energy investment credit; reduce the 
investment tax credit; tax employer
provided health insurance; put a $5 
per barrel import fee on oil; double 
the beer and wine tax. I know the Sen
ator from South Carolina would be op
posed to doubling the beer and wine 
tax. 

Would the Senator from South 
Carolina have us repeal the net inter
est exclusion or the dividend exclu
sion, tax social security benefits; tax 
railroad retirement benefits; double 
the motor fuel tax. Mr. President, 
these certainly are all things Congress 
could do. 

But let me tell you I do not think 
most of those things-any of those 
things-are things Congress ought to 
do. But it would appear obvious to me 
that if we agree to the amendment of 
the Senator from South Carolina, 
then we do sign on to do all of those 
things. Should the amount of revenue 
the Finance Committee, of which I am 
a member, be instructed to raise an ad
ditional $76 billion beyond the amount 
already directed. I know all too well 
that many taxes that are either 
unwise or unfair would be enacted. 
Therefore I oppose this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's time has expired. 

Furthermore to the extent that the 
Finance Committee can find reasona
ble ways to raise revenues above the 
$107 billion floor currently set under 
the existing budget resolution we are 
free, and I hope would, do so. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, at this 
point I have the intention of yielding 5 
or 6 minutes to myself. I have requests 
for time from the distinguished Sena
tor from Virginia (Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, 
JR.), the Senator from Kansas, the 
chairman of the Finance Committee, 
who wishes to close debate for this 
side. I understand that Senator HOL
LINGS-I am also informed that Sena
tor KASTEN wishes to speak on this 
issue-! understand the distinguished 
Senator from South Carolina wishes 
to yield to the Senator from Nebraska, 
and I will offer him that opportunity 
at the conclusion of my own remarks. 
Is that satisfactory? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I would just like to 
correct the distinguished Senator from 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GORTON. Obviously there will 
be time for that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order. 

Mr. GORTON. At this point I yield 
5 or 6 minutes to myself. 

The Senator from South Carolina, 
my good friend, is one of the great or
ators as well as one of the great Sena
tors of this body. As a matter of fact, I 
think it is not an exaggeration to say 
that his oratory can charm the birds 
from the trees. I suspect he would 
have little difficulty in selling ice in 
the Falklands. 

At this point, he is attempting to sell 
the American people on roughly $82 
billion in taxes over the next 3 years 
over and above those already assumed 
in the budget resolution which is 
before us. 

He was joined a few minutes go by 
the equally eloquent Senator from Ar
kansas, Mr. BUMPERS, who criticized at 
length a system which has lowered the 
percentage of taxes collected in the 
United States from corporations and 
who proposes as a cure an increase in 
taxes on individuals by canceling the 
third year of the individual tax cut 
passed by this Congress last July. 

With all respect to those gentlemen, 
I do not believe that this is the appro
priate way to work our way out of a re
cession. I might remind the Senate 
that the problems in connection with 
budget deficits, with which we are so 
seriously faced today, were first recog
nized and a solution to them first pro
posed as long ago as last October and 
last November by the very distin
guished chairman of the Budget Com
mittee, who came very close, but not 
quite close enough, to reporting to this 
floor a second budget resolution for 
1982, the passage of which I am con
vinced would leave the problems 
which we face today measurably 
smaller than they are at the present 
time. 

That failure illustrates the vital im
portance of passing a budget resolu
tion which calls for a reasonable bal
ance between restraint in increases in 
Federal spending and increases in Fed
eral revenues. 

I do not believe that that reasonable 
balance is included in the proposal of 
the Senator from South Carolina, 
which would increase taxes in total by 
a greater amount than it would reduce 
the growth of spending. 

I do not wish for one moment to 
criticize the courage or the farsighted
ness of the Senator from South Caroli
na. He was the first individual to pre
sent an altemate budget to the Senate 
and the people of the United States 
immediately after the President's mes
sage last February. It is true that that 
proposal called for even greater in
creases in taxation than this does. And 
it is also true that a proposal which I 
made not long thereafter was correctly 
and accurately described by the Sena
tor from South Carolina in connection 
with its revenue increases. 

But there are two significant differ
ences between both of those proposals 
and what has happened since. First, 



10940 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 20, 1982 
neither of them accounted for the pos
sitive effect on interest rates and on 
interest payments, and thus, when we 
take that into account, neither was 
necessary in its entirety. Second, both 
of them provided much more in the 
way of spending restraint, including 
the proposal of the Senator from 
South Carolina, than does the propos
al which is before us right now. And, 
therefore, the balance, as we have this 
resolution before this Senate right 
now, is roughly what the balance was 
in our earlier proposals, which would 
have gone further toward balancing 
the budget and in fact would have 
done so by 1985. 

I must say, however, I think it vital
ly important to say that there is very 
little opinion outside of this body for 
the proposition that by increasing 
taxes alone, that by taking this resolu
tion and adding to it the cancellation 
of the third year of the income tax 
cut, we will somehow work our way 
out of a recession. It is simply not pos
sible by increasing taxes to increase 
the capital necessary to lend to busi
nesses and individuals at reasonable 
rates of interest. We need more such 
capital, not less such capital. 

Even so, I may say, in order to at
tempt to provide some balance to this 
debate here this afternoon, that the 
budget which we pass here this 
evening or tomorrow will not be the 
final word. It may well be that some of 
the proposals in connection with 
spending made by the Senator from 
Arkansas will be included in the ulti
mate package. The House obviously 
will pass a different budget from that 
passed here. 

I believe that a compromise between 
what the House passes and what we 
pass here will be reasonably balanced 
between spending restraints and be
tween revenue increases. I believe it is 
much more likely to have that fate if 
we continue to defeat the amendments 
to increase spending from the other 
side of the aisle and if we defeat the 
proposal by the Senator from South 
Carolina here now. 

I have no doubt that in any confer
ence committee on this proposal the 
contribution of the Senator from 
South Carolina will be significant and 
that by going through with what we 
are doing right now, and by succeeding 
in doing so, we will do the best possi
ble job for the future of the economy 
of the United States. And in order to 
do that we need to defeat this amend
ment. 

Mr. SYMMS. Will the Senator from 
Washington yield for one question? 

Mr. GORTON. Yes. 
Mr. SYMMS. I thank the Senator 

very much for his very articulate 
statement. I agree with him that we 
need to get this uncertainty removed 
from the air. 

But I think one question should be 
asked that has not been answered 

here. If those of us who have advocat
ed a reduction in marginal rates are in 
fact responsible for those unemployed 
Americans, then I would say to those 
that are making that accusation, just 
who is it you are going to have hire 
those unemployed people by raising 
taxes? The Government? That is the 
question that should be answered. 
How are you going to raise taxes on 
Americans across the board and do 
anything about unemployment, do 
anything about capital investment, or 
do anything about jobs? That is the 
real question. It just simply will not 
work. 

Mr. GORTON. Since the Senator 
from Washington agrees with the 
premises on which that question was 
asked, he will defer answering it to the 
Senator from South Carolina to whom 
he proposes to yield. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
l}nanimous consent that the Senator 
from Ohio, Mr. GLENN, the Senators 
from Massachusetts, both Senators 
KENNEDY and TSONGAS, and the Sena
tor from Michigan, Mr. LEVIN, be 
added as cosponsors to the amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
yield to the distinguished Senator 
from Nebraska and, thereafter, so we 
will have some order, my hope would 
be to yield then to the Senator from 
Delaware and the Senator from Mary
land and then close it down if we pos
sibly can. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair would advise the Senator from 
South Carolina--

Mr. HOLLINGS. I yield time off the 
resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. This is 
on the resolution? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Right. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I thank 

my friend and colleague from South 
Carolina. Mr. President, I support the 
Hollings amendment, not to increase 
spending, as some have indicated in 
debate, but to reduce-to reduce, Mr. 
President-the ruinous deficit totals. 
Those on that side of the aisle, not 
this side, have approved the spending 
totals that necessitate these highest 
deficits in our history. 

As the chairman of the Budget Com
mittee said a few moments ago, the 
President promised less government, 
less taxes, and more military. I will not 
go into a debate on that. Let us 
assume that all of that is true. 

The President also promised a bal
anced budget. That was the hallmark 
of the successful 1980 campaign. I 
think the majority did not promise in 

that campaign the greatest spending, 
the largest deficits, and the highest 
trillion-dollar debt ceiling in the Na
tion's history. 

Let us truly make no mistake about 
what we are about, Mr. President. We 
are simply increasing the deficits by 
increasing spending and making those 
deficits worse by trying to fool the 
American people by making them be
lieve that we are responsible and good 
guys by giving tax cuts at the same 
time. 

What we are really doing is cutting 
taxes for phony, political tomfoolery 
and not saving a like amount in spend
ing. The result is obvious. We are driv
ing up deficits, holding up high inter
est rates at the highest real level in 
their history, and thereby shackling 
any chance of economic recovery. 

The new Republican approach, as 
recommended in the matter before us, 
locks in the highest and most irrespon
sible deficits by far-by far, Mr. Presi
dent-in our history. 

By comparison, they make Jimmy 
Carter look like the most conservative 
President since Calvin Coolidge. JAcK 
KEMP says that his party no longer 
worships .at the altar of a balanced 
budget. It is very obvious that that is 
true. 

The new Republican deficits before 
us lock in the following unbelievable 
deficits for the following years: 1982, 
$117 billion; 1983, $119 billion; 1984, 
$91 billion; 1985, $64 billion, and that 
is optimistic. 

Mr. Presiden~. we can point fingers, 
we can blame, we can find fault, and 
we can engage in argument indefinite
ly. The simple fact is that we must get 
on the glidepath of a balanced budget. 
That simply says that we must match 
income with outgo. It is not very diffi
cult to understand. 

I say, Mr. President, that no family, 
no business, no farmer, no corpora
tion, no local government, and no fed
eral government can go on indefinitely 
spending more money than they take 
in. 

Mr. President, I am not very much 
influenced by those who have said in 
argument here today, in debate on 
this very important amendment of
fered by the Senator from South 
Carolina, that those of us who support 
this are simply supporting more 
spending. No, Mr. President, we are 
not supporting more spending. We are 
taking the spending totals advanced to 
us by the Republicans in the budget 
package that they have before us, and 
we are simply saying that the deficits 
that I have just cited are entirely too 
high to get the economy of this coun
try back on track. 

No one wants to eliminate tax de
creases, but it is not responsible, it is 
not conservative, and it is not being 
honest with the people if we proceed 
on the course that we are on. 
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Let us tell the people the truth. 

While this is a very difficult amend
ment to vote for, and it is going to 
take some courage to do so, I think it 
is the only thing which has been of
fered thus far in the debate on the 
budget considerations before us which 
sincerely attacks the matter of reduc
ing the deficits which I assume most 
Members of this body on both sides of 
the aisle are primarily concerned 
about. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 

yield now to the Senator from Dela
ware from time on the resolution. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, this is a 
little reminiscent of a year ago. A year 
ago the Senator from South Carolina 
had what I considered to be the only 
significant Democratic alternative of
fered to the Republican tax package 
and which I cosponsored. We said back 
then, "Look, we like the idea of a tax 
cut. We like the idea of sizable tax 
cuts." We were not even arguing about 
equity then. 

We stood here on the floor and said, 
"Look, the President has told us a 
good story, a nice tale for us, more like 
a fairy tale. He has told us all will be 
well in America if we just cut taxes 
and if we cut them significantly." 

He gave us his economic recovery 
plan that was the prescription for our 
recovery. He told us about what inter
est rates would be a year from then. 
He told us about the inflation rate. 

He was right about inflation. In fact, 
inflation turned out better than he 
said. It is lower than he thought. 

He told us about what the deficits 
would be. He told us about how the 
economy was going to rebound. 

The Senator from South Carolina 
and I said, "Well, we like that. It 
sounds real good." 

I like to say to my folks at home 
that I am against taxes, and I particu
larly like to vote, whenever I can, with 
my senior colleague. I mean that sin
cerely. 

It is not real comfortable being back 
home in Delaware saying, " I do not 
like this tax cut." I would like not to 
have to say that. 

So we said, "Look, if it does not work 
out quite the way you said it would, 
Mr. President, maybe we should not go 
forward with the second and third 
year of those cuts. Maybe we should 
make them conditioned upon what 
you say is going to happen." 

We said we would like to have that 
cut. I do not know many people here 
who would not like to have the notion 
of an economic recovery coupled with 
significant tax cuts. 

Well, as recently as yesterday the 
Republican majority in the U.S. 
Senate presented the U.S. Senate with 
a modified budget resolution, the 
second time out, which increases 3-
year deficits to $270.7 billion. 

Let me say, we Democrats do not 
have a lot of credibility to talk about 
deficits. We Democrats have not been 
running around here for the last 10 
years, with the exception of the Sena
tor from South Carolina and a few 
others, the Senator from Virginia, 
whom I see on the floor, and a couple 
of others, who have been disciples of 
balanced budget. We have to admit 
that the other team has scored. They 
have been the folks talking about 
that. 

We used to talk about leverage in 
the economy, but not even we Demo
crats dreamed of a $270 billion deficit 
over 3 years. Not even the wildest, 
wild-eyed liberal among us believed 
that we would ever see a time when we 
would be talking about deficits like 
that. 

Before my friend from Idaho comes 
back on the floor, suggesting that the 
Democrats are the ones who made 
everything bad, let us stipulate to that 
for the purpose of this discussion. 
"The reason America is in trouble is 
because of the Democrats." We did it 
all. I will stipulate that for the sake of 
this argument. 

What are we going to do about it? 
We have a new team. The new team 
has been downtown now for 1% years. 
We have a new team running the show 
up here in the U.S. Senate. We are not 
talking about the economy as a whole 
at this very moment; we are talking 
about the budget. This is the budget. 
We can argue about what the impact 
is that the budget has on the econo
my, but let us talk about the budget. 
The budget we are presented with 
here has a $270.7. billion deficit. 

My friend from Idaho, and I wish he 
was on the floor, said not long ago, 
that we have been accused of being 
the reasons for unemployment and so 
on and so forth, but how we going to 
get people back to work unless we get 
more money out there? 

Let me tell you something. First of 
all, you are not going to get a whole 
lot of money out there if, in fact, you 
do not get the economy moving a little 
bit. You will have more people unem
ployed and the deficit will go higher. 
But let us forget that for a moment. 

I come from a State, as the senior 
Senator from Delaware does, which 
has a mild corporate interest. We have 
a few corporations that reside in our 
State. I will tell you what they are 
telling me. They are saying, "We 
really liked that tax cut at first." 

"We really liked it. It was a good 
idea. But we have a problem now. We 
know that America cannot live with 
$100 billion deficits year in and year 
out. We know it is not going to work. 
And we know that what is going to 
happen is that one morning you are 
going to wake up and you are going to 
regain your senses and you are going 
to have to cut that deficit. We do not 
know where you are going to cut it. 

We do not know if you are going to 
change the tax law that I am relying 
on; we do not know if you are going to 
cut programs that I am relying on to 
get back my investment. We do not 
know what you are going to do." 

So what happens is that the business 
people tell me there is a little econom
ic uncertainty out there. They like cer
tainty and the certainty is that we 
cannot live for a long time with these 
deficits. So they are worried about 
what we will cut and what we will do. 

I would suggest to the Senator from 
Idaho and others, that one of the rea
sons why the economy is not surging 
ahead is not because of the lack of 
capital. Even those companies that are 
flush are still not investing because 
they do not know what is going to 
happen. But they know something has 
to happen. 

These deficits, obviously, are too 
high. I find it somewhat fascinating 
that my Republican colleagues on the 
Committee on the Budget said, as they 
voted down the President's budget, as 
presented to the Budget committee, 
"The deficits are too high. We cannot 
take these deficits." Now that they 
have set the new deficits in the resolu
tion before us, deficits that were just 
put before us, they are higher than 
the ones the President recommended 
in his February budget. 

They could not take them 3 weeks 
ago and now they can take them. They 
could not take them 6 weeks ago, and 
now they are going to spur the econo
my. They could not take them 10 
weeks ago and now they are the 
answer. 

Mr. President, I want to point some
thing else out to my colleagues and 
those who are listening on their 
squawk boxes back in the office. 
Funny things occur here, I say to Sen
ator LoNG. These Republicans were 
going out and cutting. They were 
going to cut programs, they were 
going to cut this, they were going to 
cut that, they were going to cut the 
deficit. Now they come with a budget 
resolution that restores the cut in 
social security. 

They realize that those old people in 
their beds, that the Senator from Lou
isiana spoke so eloquently about earli
er, cannot afford the cut. So they 
raised spending by backing off their 
cut. 

They come along next and say, "By 
the way, that reduction . in the medi
care program is intolerable, so we are 
going to increase spending for medi
care as compared with what we said 
we were going to do a little while ago." 
A little while meaning 3 days ago. 

Then they come along and say, "By 
the way, we are not spending enough 
money on science and technology, so 
we are going to spend more money on 
science and technology." 
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They say, "We want to spend more 

money on housing." So they are rais
ing the budget, pumping it back up, 
the budget they accuse we Democrats 
of inflating. 

They say, "We want to raise veter
ans benefits," "we want to raise the 
Postal Service," relative to what they 
told us a week ago, a month ago, 2 
months ago was desirable. 

So now we have the magnificent pic
ture here, on the floor-I guess it is 
like that joke about the committee 
that formed the camel, you know. 
They have a lot of camels over there. I 
thought we Democrats were the only 
ones who did not know what we were 
doing in committee. Obviously, you 
had a little fight over there in that 
donnybrook you had. You concluded 
you were going to do everything. 

You are not going to cut social secu
rity. That satisfied a portion of you. 

Then you are not going to cut stu
dent loans so much, and some of you 
are satisfied with that. Then you are 
'not going to cut medicare; some of 
your folks were satisfied with that. 

Then you said you were not going to 
cut housing. 

Then you said you are not going to 
cut veterans benefits because every
body knows people are for veterans 
benefits. 

Then you are not going to cut the 
Postal Service. Then, "By the way," 
you said, "we are not going to increase 
taxes." 

So you have done what we Demo
crats used to do. You have given every
body in your party a piece of every
thing so you got unanimity. Except 
you gave us $270 billion in deficits. 

Mr. President, what is it going to be, 
I ask? Do you want us to cut spending 
more? Is that how you are going to 
reduce the deficit? Or are we safe? Are 
you telling us that we have to accept 
the notion that there is nothing more 
we can do about the deficit? If that is 
what you are saying, I understand it, 
because I do not know what else you 
are going to do. 

You just raised spending and the 
deficit is above what the President 
wanted it to be in his February fig
ures. You gave him the tax cut he 
wanted. And you will not cut defense 
any more. I do not know how you get 
the numbers down. But something has 
to be done to get the deficit down. 

Mr. President, I am cosponsoring 
this amendment with Senator HoL
LINGS to defer the third year of the 
income tax cut-a cut that will be 10 
percent effective July 1, 1983. It will 
not affect the July 1982 cut. This 
amendment will increase revenues in 
1983 by $7.3 billion; in 1984 by $32.9 
billion; in 1985 by $35.9 billion, for a 3-
year total of $76.3 billion. 

You did not want to buy into Sena
tor HELMs' amendment. I notice all 
you Republicans voted against it. You 
could not buy his. He had an answer 

for you. He is the only one here who 
suggested cutting domestic spending 
rather than increasing taxes. Have you 
heard anybody else? I have not heard 
anybody else come to the floor to sug
gest this. 

He had an answer. He said let us cut 
$100 billion in spending out, not touch 
defense, not touch the tax cut, not 
raise revenues, and take it out across 
the board. If you follow his example, 
that is one way to cut the deficit-cut 
spending. That is an honest approach. 

There is only one other way, only 
one other place you get big numbers. 
That is the tax cut. Buy onto HoL
LINGS, BID EN, et al. Or else go back out 
and say, "Ladies and gentlemen of 
America, for now and in the near 
term, there is nothing we are going to 
do about hundred-billion-dollar defi
cits. Hang on, learn to like them, they 
are not all that bad." 

And you may be right. You may be 
able to convince business that that is 
good business. You may be able to con
vince the apostles of capitalism that 
this is the way to go. 

Mr. President, I find a stark analogy 
between the folks the President and 
my colleagues on the Republican side 
attack first and those who Lyndon 
Johnson attacked first. During Viet
nam, when the Democrats turned 
against Lyndon B. Johnson, whom did 
he turn on first? The ones who had 
been his supporters-the think tanks, 
the universities, the liberal organiza
tions. "They question me; they ques
tion who runs America." 

Mr. President, my colleagues on the 
other side question whether Wall 
Street people are capitalists. Ed Jef
ferson, chairman of the board of Du 
Pont Co., who went along with the tax 
cut originally. 

But now he comes along last month 
and says that any good businessman 
knows when you have a plan that is 
not working you change it. That is 
only prudent business policy. It is time 
to change course, he now says. 

And what do you folks over there 
call those captains of industry? You 
call them people who are bailing out 
on the President. They are not doing 
their share. 

I find this the most humorous turn 
of events, Mr. President. If it were not 
all so important, it would be funny, 
the turnaround around this place. 

Mr. President, I do not know. Unless 
you go the route that Sentor HoLLINGS 
is suggesting, in all honesty, you have 
to go the route of deep spending cuts 
like those that Senator HELMS is sug
gesting or the route that Senator 
KASSEBAUM suggested, with significant 
cuts in defense. 

You have already signed on and said, 
"We don't like KASSEBAUM, we are not 
going to go with her, we are not 
buying on to that. We do not want to 
cut defense." 

I am here to tell my colleagues, Mr. 
President, this is the last chance to 
buy into cutting the deficit. There are 
no more that are going to be offered. 

If you do not buy into this one, you 
have to go out, if you are going to be 
honest about it, and tell the folks, that 
either these deficits are going to evap
orate because supply side is going to 
kick in so fast, so quickly, that eco
nomic recovery is going to spur us on 
and eliminate the deficits; or else you 
have to say that you do not mind 
these big deficits. 

You cannot have it all ways. The tax 
cut bill last summer--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will suspend. The Senate is 
not in order. 

Mr. BIDEN. I thank the Chair. I do 
not blame them for not listening, I am 
getting redundant. Let me summarize 
quickly. 

You know as well as I do the num
bers on employment, teenage unem
ployment, factory capacities, what we 
are operating at-71.1 percent was the 
capacity in March. We all know about 
GNP and the phenomenal growth rate 
we are having. We all know about 
housing starts, automobiles, and the 
prime rate .. It does not appear that the 
majority has any further proposals to 
reduce the deficit this year. I do not 
see how we can accept the deficits 
higher than the unacceptable ones 
that they said existed in February, the 
President's deficit. So we either have 
to increase our revenues or make fur
ther spending cuts. You cannot come 
back into us and tell us you have a 
plan which includes doing_ nothing 
about increasing revenues beyond 
what you suggested and at the same 
time making spending increases in 
other programs. 

Mr. President, I thank my colleague 
from South Carolina. He was very pro
phetic a year ago. I suspect he is going 
to appear, once again, prophetic a year 
from now. I happen to think that it is 
pathetic that we are going to live with 
these kinds of deficits when in fact we 
have an alternative. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. HOLLINGS addressed the 

Chair. · 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from South Carolina. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. For other than his 

references to me, I thank the distin
guished Senator from Delaware for his 
very, very eloquent statement. 

I yield now to the distinguished Sen
ator from Maryland. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On the 
resolution? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. On the resolution. 
Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the chart 
showing the economic effect of the 
amendment on deferring the third 
year of the tax cut be placed in the 
RECORD. 
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There being no objection, the sum

mary was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 

FIRST BUDGET RESOLUTION FOR FISCAL YEAR 1983 
[Summary of Proposed Changes in Committee ModifiCation] 

Rscal year-

1982 1983 1984 1985 

+6.0 +17.0 +17.0 
-1.2 -2.0 -3.0 
+1.2 +2.0 +3.0 

-0.1 - 0.2 -0.3 

+ 0.1 + 0.7 +1.2 

+0.5 + 0.8 +0.4 
+ 0.9 + 1.0 +1.0 

+ 0.5 + 0.6 +1.0 
+0.2 + 0.2 + 0.2 

+0.4 +1.0 +3.0 

+9.3 + 22.3 + 24.9 Total changes ..............•...•............... =. ======== 
DefiCit in Committee modification............. 117.7 
Amendment-Defer 1983 personal tax 

cut ...................................................................... . 

115.4 

7.5 

91.3 64.4 

32.9 35.9 
----------------

DefiCits ........................... ................................ . 107.9 58.4 28.5 

Mr. MATHIAS. It shows that it 
would bring about a steady decrease in 
the deficits in the next 3 fiscal years 
from $107.9 billion to $58.4 billion to 
$28.5 billion. 

I offer that because I think it is 
helpful in answering the very sensible 
question that was asked by the Sena
tor from Idaho. the Senator from 
Idaho said that the important ques
tion was: Who is going to put people 
back to work? That is a reasonable, a 
sensibile, and a necessary question. 

I differ with the Senator from Idaho 
in his suggestion that the question 
had not been answered yet. I think the 
question has been answered. It has 
been answered by, for example, mem
bers of the Business Roundtable, who 
went to the President of the United 
States and said the tax cut is too big. 
The remission of Government reve
nues is too large. And if you will trim 
down the tax cut, we believe that we, 
the business community of this coun
try, will put the people back to work. 

That is the answer to the Senator 
from Idaho-the business community 
will put people back to work. 

Mr. President, it is in that real sense 
that this is a bipartisan amendment, 
not simply because FRITZ HOLLINGS is 
a Democrat and I am a Republican. It 
is a bipartisan amendment because Re
publicans and Democrats all over this 
country, members of the Business 
Roundtable, for example, are support
ive of this concept, think the tax cut is 
too large, think we gave away too 
much revenue. The chance to do some
thing about it, to put people back to 

He said, 
That is correct. 
So there has been not only no reduc

tion in spending, there has been only a 
minute reduction in the rate of in
crease in spending. 

Now, that brings us to the deficits. 
These deficits which are projected are 
devastating. In the next 3 years and 5 
months the deficits will total $468 bil
lion. The national debt will go from 
$1.065 trillion today to $1.533 in 1985. 

Now, this was from the colloquy I 
had with the distinguished chairman 
of the Budget Committee today. I 
asked the chairman-

With the national debt today being $1.065 
trillion, that means, does it not, that the na
tional debt under the budget resolution now 
before the Senate will increase by $468 bil
lion? 

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator is correct. 
The budget figures in this resolution 

show that the national debt at the end 
of 1985, 3 years and 5 months from 
now, will be $1.533 trillion. Subtract 
those figures and you will find that we 
have a shortfall of $468 billion in that 
short period of 3 years and 5 months
a 44 percent increase in the national 
debt in that period of time. 

The magnitude of these deficits 
caused me to give sympathetic consid
eration to the proposal offered by the 
Senator from South Carolina. I would 
like to see the tax reduction proposed 
for next year retained, but I am in a 
quandary, frankly, as to what to do. 

The fact is that if the Hollings 
amendment is defeated, the Finance 
Committee retains the authority and 
will have the authority to eliminate, if 
it so desires, the third year of the pro
posed tax reduction which is addressed 
by the Hollings amendment. 

The budget resolution sets a mini
mum amount that must be raised in 
taxes. It does not set a maximum 
amount. The budget resolution pro
vides for an increase in taxes of $107 
billion, but the Finance Committee 
can go beyond that, if it so desires, and 
increase taxes more and, if it wishes, it 
can eliminate the third year of the 
President's tax reduction proposal. 

So I am inclined to vote against the 
Hollings amendment at this time, be
cause the Finance Committee still re
tains the authority to raise additional 
revenues at any subsequent date. 

I think I shall delay my decision on 
voting to eliminate the third year of 
the tax reduction, although I am in
clined to vote to eliminate it; but I will 
still have that opportunity when the 
Finance Committee considers this part 
of the budget resolution. For that 
reason, I shall support the President 
tonight in voting against the Hollings 
amendment. I want the record to 
show, however, that I may vote to 
eliminate the third year reduction 
when the Finance Committee consid
ers the matter if these deficits contin-
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ue in the magnitude which they 
appear at this time. I would prefer 
spending reductions, however. Spend
ing is too high and is out of control. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. If I have 
time remaining. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, does 
the Senator have time to engage in a 
brief colloquy? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has time to engage in a very 
brief colloquy. 

Mr. RIEGLE. I must say to the Sen
ator that I have listened carefully to 
his statement, and I share much of the 
concern he has expressed. I have voted 
for the tax cut until the present time; 
and I, too, find myself in a quandary 
on this amendment. 

The deficits are so enormous that we 
are faced with the prospect of having 
to borrow the money to pay for the 
third year tax cuts. That is the dilem
ma we are in because, as the Senator 
pointed out, the deficits are here. 

The Senator established in his collo
quy with the chairman of the Senate 
Budget Committee that we are looking 
at nearly half a trillion dollars in new 
additions to the national debt with 
this package unless something is done 
with either further spending reduc
tions or enhanced revenue items. 

My question, and I ask it rhetorical
ly as much as in direct fashion, is this: 
With what we now know, are we not 
faced here with a situation that if we 
need the third year of the tax cut, we 
literally have to go out and borrow the 
money or print some money to pay for 
the tax cut? 

I must say that I am not clear in my 
own mind as to how that can be justi
fied, given the fact that these deficits 
are just going right off the map and I 
think are putting us in a situation 
where it is thwarting the economic re
covery. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I think 
the Senator is correct as to the sums 
that would need to be borrowed. 

I have my serious doubts about 
maintaining the third year tax reduc
tion, but that would be in the hands of 
the Finance Committee, regardless of 
what happens today to the Hollings 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. RIEGLE. I thank the Senator 
for yielding. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I yield 
3 minutes on the amendment to the 
Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. KASTEN. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I should like to men

tion a few very brief facts. 
The most important single fact is 

that the third year of the tax cut is es
sential if we want to provide any real 
tax relief at all to the average working 
families over the next several years. 
The tax cuts enacted last year are 

simply going to offset the tax in
creases from bracket creep due to in
flation and payroll tax increases al
ready scheduled in the 1977 social se
curity amendments. 

Repealing the third year of the tax 
cut would result in substantial tax in
creases for average working families. 
The median family of four with an 
income of $24,000 in 1982 would have 
taxes increased $143 in 1983, $406 in 
1984, $421 in 1985. 

It is important to recognize that 
repeal of the third year of the tax cut 
would add $76 billion to the $107 bil
lion tax increase already assumed in 
this budget resolution for 1983 
through 1985. When that is added to 
the $238 billion from bracket creep 
and social security, the American 
people would face tax increases of 
$421 billion over the next 3 years, $15 
billion more than the $406 billion tax 
cut enacted last year. 

If these tax increases are enacted, 
taxes as a percentage of GNP would 
average 20.4 percent between fiscal 
1982 through 1985. That is higher 
than the average tax burden of 20 per
cent of GNP under the previous ad
ministration-fiscal years 1978 
through 1981. 

The average taxpayer would bear 
the brunt of a repeal of the third year. 
It is the average working families. 
Upper income taxpayers have already 
benefited from the tax reduction in 
the tax rate from 70 to 50 percent. 
They would lose the least. The third 
year represents only 12 percent of the 
3-year tax cut for the highest 
income-$200,000-plus-families, while 
the third year of the tax cut amounts 
to more than one-third of the tax cut 
for every other taxpayer. 

There has been a lot of criticism 
about the Reagan economic plan-that 
it has not worked. It is true that it has 
not, but only because it has not yet 
had a chance. The tax cut that went 
into effect October 1981 is a reduction 
of only 5 percent. When coupled with 
the planned tax increases and bracket 
creep, this barely allows the taxpayer 
to break even. No real tax relief will 
occur until 1983. This is a disincentive 
to work, to save, to produce, and to 
take risks. 

It is even possible that Congress will 
not feel the need to increase taxes, as 
a means to reduce the deficits in the 
out-years. According to recent Treas
ury data, revenues are coming in 
stronger than previously estimated, 
and outlays are coming in lower than 
previously estimated. For the first 5 
months of the fiscal year, the deficit is 
running at an annual rate of $57 bil
lion. The actual deficit for 1981 was 
$57.9 billion. 

There is no clear reason for this def
icit shortfall, and it is not known if 
this is a trend that will continue in the 
outyears. Something is happening in 
the economy, and I hesitate to in-

crease taxes by the amounts stipulated 
in this resolution until Congress has 
sufficiently resolved the question of 
this deficit shortfall. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD a table indicating the eco
nomic effect of the personal tax cuts 
and the tax increases this amendment 
would impose. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

1981 ECONOMIC RECOVERY TAX ACT REDUCTION VERSUS 
CERTAIN TAX INCREASES 

[In billions of dollars] 

Fiscal year-

1983 1984 1985 Total 

Reductions from 1981 act... ............. - 90.0 - 137.8 - 177.6 - 405.4 
1st resolution tax increases .............. +23.2 + 39.0 + 45.0 + 107.2 
Tax increases from inflation and 

social security .. ............................ + 50.0 + 78.0 + 110.0 +238.0 

~:~~lni~N :~~r ~.~t.~: ::::::::::::::::::::: : :: : : - 16.8 - 20.8 - 22.6 -60.2 
+ 7.5 + 32.9 + 35.9 + 76.3 

Tax cut {- )/ increase { + ) .......... - 9.3 + 12.1 + 13.3 + 16.1 

Source: Senate Budget Committee, May 19, 1982. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I yield 
2 minutes to the Senator from New 
Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
wish to address a few remarks to the 
distinguished Senator from Virginia 
(Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR.). I want the 
Senate to hear them. 

The Senator is justly concerned 
about the deficits. The numbers he 
has given are right. We all are worried 
about it. 

I suggest to the Senator that the 
budget we now have pending here, 

·with a little over $100 billion in new 
taxes mandated in lieu of the larger 
figure Senator HoLLINGS suggests, 
with all the other changeS, would put 
the national budget in a position 
where it will be growing in 1983 at 5.8 
percent, in 1984 at 6.2 percent, in 1985 
at 6.9 percent. That is growth of 1 
year over the previous one. 

I understand that that is nothing 
more than a projection, but I gave it 
to the Senator and tell him that I 
think the economic assumptions in 
this budget are pretty realistic. 

I think the unemployment projec
tion is pretty realistic. We have not 
predicted miracles. This budgetary 
growth is compared with growth in 
1980 and 1981 of 17%, 14 percent. I 
think that bodes well for moving in 
the direction that the Senator from 
Virginia so much wants to move in. 

In addition, I suggest to the Senator 
from Virginia that if we go ahead with 
the $100 billion or so that is in the 
budget for the Finance Committee and 
the Ways and Means Committee, and 
Congress passes that, it does not mean 
that if we are incorrect we will not 
have another tax bill in a year or a 
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year and a half. That is the option we 
have. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Could I have an
other minute, please? 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I yield 
the Senator an additional minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico is recog
nized for 1 additional minute. 

Mr. DOMENICI. That is the option 
we have; whereas, if we vote now, we 
are telling the Finance Committee 
that they are ordered to return a bill 
with at least that amount of tax in
creases by a date certain this year. 

I think we preserve the option of 
voting later for higher taxes. The 
Budget Committee recommends these 
decreases in percentage outlay growth 
and greatly reduced deficits, and we 
still have not reformed social security. 
We took the numbers out, but it is 
going to occur, and when it does it is 
going to insure lower deficits. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. 

President, will the Senator yield for a 
brief comment? 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from Virginia 1 minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Virginia is recognized 
for 1 minute. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. 
President, what the Senator from New 
Mexico said about preserving my 
option is what I indicated when I 
spoke earlier, because whatever hap
pens to the Hollings amendment, the 
Finance Committee can still eliminate 
that third year of the tax cut if it so 
desires. 

The second comment I wish to make 
is when the Senator from New Mexico 
talks about the projections for the 
future, he is on dubious ground. I do 
not like to bring this up, but the pro
jection of the Budget Committee this 
time last year was for 6-percent in
crease in spending for fiscal 1982, but 
it turned out to be a 13-percent in
crease in spending-more than double 
the original projection. So I have to be 
a bit skeptical of the projections for 
the future. 

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I would 
like to comment on my colleague's 
amendment to repeal the third year of 
the across-the-board marginal rate cut 
which was implemented in the last 
summer's tax bill. It simply amazes me 
that the Honorable Senator from 
South Carolina is offering a measure 
to raise income taxes on the already 
overtaxed, hard-working American 
under the guise that this will somehow 
bring down interest rates. 

During the last 15 years, Americans 
have experienced ever higher levels of 
inflation and taxation in tandem with 
rising budget deficits. Given this his-

torical relationship, I fail to under
stand how tax cuts are implicitly infla
tionary. The popular notion that has 
taken hold seems to dictate that since 
we can no longer spend ourselves into 
prosperity, we can tax ourselves into 
economic recovery. 

Our true choice is not between tax 
reductions on the one hand and the 
avoidance of large Federal deficits on 
the other hand. An economy ham
pered by restrictive tax rates will 
never produce enough revenue to bal
ance the budget, just as it will never 
produce enough jobs or enough prof
its. 

Let us face it. We are considering a 
measure to raise taxes not because we 
want to lower interest rates or reduce 
the deficit or improve the economy, 
but because some in this Chamber do 
not want to cut the budget. They want 
to continue to try to distribute the 
wealth in our economy. 

They believe that we live in a zero
sum economy, managed by Govern
ment, in which one man's gain is an
other man's loss. To the extent that 
such zero-sum concept is promoted in 
policy, it fosters a bitterness and fac
tionalism that is inimical to capitalist 
creativity and stifles the expansion of 
opportunities and incentives for cre
ation of new wealth. 

The distributionist mentality is at 
the heart of our current economic dis
tress. The fundamental misconception 
of the distribution mentality is mani
fest in the fact that redistribution im
proves the incomes but destroys the 
prospects of the poor. 

Excessively high and progressive tax 
rates tend to impoverish the whole so
ciety by retarding the entrepreneurial 
creativity that is the prime source of 
new wealth. Progressive tax rates do 
not chiefly redistribute income; they 
destroy income and redistribute tax
payers. Taxpayers move out of the 
productive economy and into tax shel
ters or overseas tax havens. They con
sume more and invest less. They make 
less money that way, thus presumably 
pleasing the distributionists, but they 
also create fewer jobs and less wealth 
for the entire economy. 

Under conditions of stagnation, 
moreover, Government spending and 
taxation tends to increase as a propor
tion of GNP. With the investments 
and potential earnings of the rich re
distributed out of the system, the less 
mobile middle class has to suffer a 
rising tax burden. This is the dead end 
of the redistributionist program. Less 
money is collected from the rich and 
more from the middle class, all in 
order to sustain social bureaucracies 
that keep the poor in a condition of 
dependency and extend poverty on 
into future generations. 

The Reagan program does not focus 
on redistributing money but on ex
panding incentives and opportunities. 
All available economic evidence sug-

gests that low marginal tax rates on 
earnings foster a more equal distribu
tion of income than do direct pro
grams of redistribution. Excessive wel
fare benefits and excessively progres
sive income taxation produce a stag
nant economy in which the estab
lished rich keep their position by ex
ploiting tax shelters, while the cre
ation of new wealth is stifled. High 
marginal tax rates on real income and 
capital gains constitute a Government 
protection act for established wealth 
against new wealth. 

The key to reducing inflationary 
pressures and expanding the distribu
tion of opportunities and incentives in 
America is low marginal tax rates 
which will reward work relative to ad
ditional leisure, and saving and invest
ment relative to additional consump
tion. 

An all-intrusive Federal Govern
-ment, trying to apportion all available 
goods and services, has never worked 
and it never will. In November 1980, 
the American electorate sent a clear 
signal that they did not agree with the 
old tax, spend, and redistribute formu
la to economic recovery. 

I am as concerned about the deficit 
as my colleague from South Carolina. 
I support the constitutional amend
ment to balance the budget. But I will 
not be deluded into balancing the 
budget on the backs of the taxpayers 
because I do not believe we will ever 
reach our objective of returning to 
fiscal sanity. The only sensible way to 
reduce the deficit is to reduce spend
ing. If you review that rate at which 
Government programs are growing-a 
rate which by far outdistances the sal
aries of the working Americans who 
must pay for them-you get a better 
prespective as to where the deficits 
have come from. 

One need only look around the globe 
for proof that increasing Government 
control, further punishing our produc
ers, and robbing everyone of incen
tives-in short socializing our econo
my-will not work. 

Our system of democratic capitalism, 
based on the freedom and genius of 
the individual, with individual rights 
and responsibilities under representa
tive government and the rule of law, 
was a unique and precious gift to the 
world. It has been handed carefully to 
us by our forefathers and it is ours to 
protect and nurture for the genera
tions that are to follow. 

Raising taxes on individual, hard
working American citizens is, at this 
point, tantamount to reverting to a 
system that was headed in the direc
tion of sentencing every lower and 
middle class American to a life with
out opportunity. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I sup
port the amendment of the Senator 
from South Carolina which directs the 
Finance Committee to raise a total of 
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$183 billion in revenues by 1985 as op
posed to $107 billion as directed by the 
modified Budget Committee plan. 

As much as I support reductions in 
the tax burdens of Americans and 
American business, I remain convinced 
that we simply cannot afford the full 
$750 billion in revenue reductions ap
proved with the Economic Recovery 
Tax Act of 1981. 

The staggering budget deficits, high 
interest rates, and record unemploy
ment we now face are fundamentally 
related to last year's fiscally irrespon
sible tax act. 

Mr. President, my support of this 
amendment does not mean that I will 
necessarily support legislation to 
repeal the third year of the tax cut. 

Although I am convinced that addi
tional revenues must be raised over 
the next 3 fiscal years, I believe deci
sions about the specific nature of 
those revenue-raising measures must 
be left to the discretion of the Senate 
Finance Committee. 

Economic conditions next July may 
very well argue against repeal of the 
third year of the tax cut, and if so, I 
would expect the Finance Committee 
to recommend alternative and equal 
tax-raising provisions. 

Mr. LEVIN: Mr. President, as illumi
nating as it may be to go into all of 
the economic reasons why the Hol
lings amendment should pass, it all 
comes down to the simple phrase, "In
terest rates are too high, unemploy
ment is too high, and deficits are too 
high." The most positive, clearly iden-' 
tifiable step we can take to deal with 
these problems is to defer the 10-per
cent tax cut which is scheduled to go 
into effect in July of 1983. 

Some economists both inside and 
outside the administration are now 
predicting that unemployment could 
exceed 10 percent in the coming 
months. Deficits which under the Con
gressional Budget Office's most pessi
mistic economic scenario published in 
late February would be $157 billion in 
fiscal year 1983 and $208 billion in 
fiscal year 1985 are now estimated to 
be at least $182 billion and $232 bil
lion, respectively. 

The majority on the Budget Com
mittee presented to the Senate their 
latest plan to deal with the problem of 
high interest rates, high deficits, and 
high unemployment. In place of the 
Reagan deficit of $91.5 billion for 
fiscal year 1983 which many called in
tolerable only a couple of months ago, 
it offers a deficit of $115.3 billion. By 
fiscal year 1985, the deficit would still 
exceed $64 billion. Mr. President, 
clearly this is not a plan which will in
still faith in the markets and drive in
terest rates down. 

The Senator from South Carolina 
does now offer us an amendment 
which in one stroke would significant
ly reduce the deficit. In fiscal year 
1984 the deficit would be reduced from 

the committee's recommendation of 
$91.2 billion to $58.3 billion and in 
fiscal year 1985 from $64.2 billion to 
$28.2 billion. If the Congress wants to 
send a direct signal to the money mar
kets that deficits are coming down, 
this is the amendment which will do 
it. It is about the only way, given this 
budget. If the Congress wants to show 
that it is ready to make the hard 
choices necessary on the budget which 
will allow the Federal Reserve Board 
to ease up on the money supply, this is 
the amendment which will do it. If the 
Congress wants to take one clear step 
which will help to revitialize auto sales 
and housing sales and lower interest 
rates for hard-pressed small businesses 
and farmers, this is the amendment 
which will do it. If we want to do 
something about the deficit other 
than talk about it, the Hollings 
amendment will do it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I yield 
the remainder of the time under the 
unanimous-consent agreement and ad
ditional time off the resolution as he 
may desire to the Senator from 
Kansas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Kansas is recognized. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I think we 
have all heard the debate. I think we 
are about ready to vote. I am not going 
to delay the Senate. 

I suggest we are going to have per
haps a better opportunity to discuss 
and debate the third year of the tax 
cut when we get a tax bill on the floor. 
I hope that will be within the next 2 
or 3 weeks, and when we have this 
debate again, then we will be able to 
be specific. 

I do not know how the Senator from 
South Carolina gets the first $101 bil
lion or $107 billion. I do not know 
where that comes from before we 
eliminate the third year to make $183 
billion in increased taxes. I do know if 
we add up the amendments that come 
from the other side over the next 3 
years that would cause an additional 
$17 billion in spending, and I think 
there are about $17 billion more in 
amendments that have not been of
fered yet. 

So we are talking about raising taxes 
on the one hand and increasing spend
ing on the other hand. 

So we want to take away a tax cut 
from the working people so that we 
can pay for more spending. 

It is the hope of this Senator that 
we can reduce the growth of spending. 
We would like to do more than does 
this budget. If we had a few more 
votes we could do more. But I under
stand the politics of this. 

We only have one President and his 
name is Ronald Reagan. Some of the 
rest of us went around the country 
saying, "if you are looking for a 
younger Ronald Reagan, here I am." 

But the voters were not looking for a 
younger Ronald Reagan. He is the 
President. Maybe some here are gear
ing up and some will run for President. 
The Senator from Kansas is not, but 
maybe others in this Chamber are 
thinking about it. They may have a 
different idea about · our tax policy. 
Maybe in 1984 or 1988 or 1992 or 1996 
or the year 2000 one of those will be 
President and he can advocate and rec
ommend certain policies. 

But this President feels very strong
ly about the third year of the tax cut. 
The Senator from Kansas has flirted 
with the idea of moving indexing up in 
1983 in place of the 10 percent. I do 
not believe that was highly regarded 
by some in the White House or by 
anyone in the White House that I can 
recall. 

I just hope that we will have this 
battle at the appropriate place. If we 
are going to vote on the third year of 
the tax cut, then we should have a 
vote on leasing; we should have a vote 
on the minimum tax; we should have a 
vote on the sales tax; we should have a 
vote on everything that may be neces
sary to raise $107 billion plus the third 
year of the tax cut to make $183 bil
lion. 

So I hope that not withstanding my 
high regard for the Senator from 
South Carolina we will defeat this 
amendment at this time. There still is 
room, I might add, within the $107 bil
lion, as Senator HARRY F. BYRD, JR., 
has pointed out, to take some action 
on the third year, and I must say that 
I would guess that action would be a 
lot closer than the vote this evening. 
We will get down to the nitty-gritty 
then and we have to make a choice 
whether we want to repeal leasing, 
modify leasing, or impose a minimum 
tax. I would guess someone in that 
committee is going to think about of
fering a substitute; rather than do all 
those hard things, they might reason: 
Why not do one easy thing and repeal 
the third year of the tax cut? That 
might be a very close vote in the Fi
nance Committee. I hope not, but it 
could be a very close vote. 

So it is the view of this Senator that 
we had a good discussion, and we have 
heard a lot of different ideas on what 
is wrong with the country. The prob
lem is that the deficits are too big and 
the interest rates are high. This tax 
increase would in effect lower the defi
cits, but I do not think it is the right 
way to proceed. I would rather cut 
more spending and raise revenues as a 
last resort. 

So do not give us any more to do in 
the Finance Committee. We are going 
to have enough difficulty trying to 
raise $107 billion, and I hope that all 
those here who would like to vote to 
raise $183 billion, are going to help me 
raise $107 billion. Because I have a 
feeling that some are going to vote for 
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this amendment who may not want to 
help raise even $107 billion when we 
get down to considering the tax bill. 

So I hope that we could postpone 
action on the third year. It is more or 
less symbolic, and I am ready to vote 
against the amendment. I was ready to 
vote at 5 p.m., ready to vote at 6 p.m., 
and I am hopeful we will vote at 7 p.m. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All the 
time has been yielded back. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from 
South Carolina. 

On this question, the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

HAYAKAWA). Are there any other Sena
tors in the Chamber wishing to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 32, 
nays 68, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 132 Leg.] 
YEAS-32 

Andrews 
Bid en 
Bradley 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Cannon 
Cranston 
Dodd 
Eagleton 
Ex on 
Glenn 

Abdnor 
Armstrong 
Baker 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Boren 
Boschwitz 
Brady 
Byrd, 

Harry F., Jr. 
Byrd, Robert C. 
Chafee 
Chiles 
Cochran 
Cohen 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
DeConcini 
Denton 
Dixon 
Dole 
Domenici 
Duren berger 

Hart 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Leahy 
Levin 
Mathias 
Matsunaga 
Metzenbaum 

NAYS-68 
East 
Ford 
Gam 
Goldwater 
Gorton 
Grassley 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Hawkins 
Hayakawa 
Heflin 
Heinz 
Helms 
Huddleston 
Humphrey 
Jepsen 
Kassebaum 
Kasten 
Laxalt 
Long 
Lugar 
Mattingly 
McClure 

Nunn 
Packwood 
Pell 
Pryor 
Randolph 
Sarbanes 
Sasser 
Specter 
Tsongas 
Weicker 

Melcher 
Mitchell 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Percy 
Pressler 
Proxmire 
Quayle 
Riegle 
Roth 
Rudman 
Schmitt 
Simpson 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Wallop 
Warner 
Zorinsky 

So Mr. HOLLINGS' amendment (UP 
No. 973) was rejected. 

Mr. BAKER, Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. GORTON. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DECONCINI addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I 
wonder if the majority leader would 
indulge me to ask a question of wheth
er there is some dire need that we 
must pass this budget resolution today 
or tomorrow. I understand we have an 

agreement now to extend the time to 
the 30th of this month. I wonder what 
the press is that we do it tonight. 

Mr. BAKER, Mr. President, I do not 
think we have to do it tonight. Indeed, 
I have just conferred with the minori
ty leader and advised him that I 
thought it unwise to extend past 11:30 
or 12 o'clock. I detect a growing accu
mulation of fatigue. All last year, in 12 
months, we had only one all-night ses
sion and I am not inclined to ask the 
Senate to go twice in 1 week. 

So we are going to try to go out at 
about 11:30 or 12 o'clock tonight. I 
would anticipate that we would come 
in at about 9 in the morning and at
tempt to finish the resolution during 
the day on Friday. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Will the majority 
leader yield? 

Mr. BAKER, Yes. 
Mr. DECONCINI. Is there any 

reason why we cannot finish this next 
week? 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, we have 
an urgent supplemental appropriation 
bill that must be dealt with and not 
only passed by the Senate but must be 
conferenced before the end of next 
week. I think the better part of discre
tion is to use Friday, which is a per
fectly good workday, and late this 
evening to try to do that. 

Could I inquire of the Chair how 
many hours are remaining on the reso
lution? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 10 hours remaining. 

Mr. BAKER. I think it is entirely 
possible to do that. By devoting an
other 4 hours tonight, that would 
leave 6 hours and 6 hours is not a stag
gering number of hours to utilize 
during the day on Friday. I would not 
expect us to be in, then, on Saturday. 
So I would say to my friend--

Mr. DE CONCINI. Will the majority 
leader yield? I hate to press the point. 
My question really has not been an
swered. Is there a sufficient dire need 
that we pass it even this week? 

Mr. BAKER. I think there is. 
Mr. DE CONCINI. Many of us have 

plans for tomorrow. We will cancel 
them and we will be here. I just do not 
see why this cannot be taken up next 
week. We extended it to the 30th. It is 
not like we extended it to the 24th or 
before. I would just ask and plead to 
the majority leader that the merits of 
staying in even until 11:30 tonight and 
doing it tomorrow just do not seem to 
be there in this Senator's opinion. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I fail to 
see the reason why we should not 
work on Friday. And I am going to try 
hard to cooperate with my friends on 
that side of the aisle who have a con
ference tomorrow beginning at 2 
o'clock, or leaving at 2 o'clock. I am 
going to try hard to accommodate 
that. But I have set the schedule so it 
should be possible for us to finish this 
resolution and to do it during a work-

day-that is, Friday-and still have 
ample opportunity for Senators to 
meet their obligations away from here. 

Both sides have obligations, Republi
cans do and Democrats do, and they 
are literally a part of the legislative 
processes. There are these caucuses 
and arrangements we have where 
much policy is decided. I am as sensi
tive to that as anyone. 

Once again I must tell my friend 
from Arizona that in addition to this 
measure, which I feel we still have 
time to pass during the regular work
ing time this week, we have the urgent 
supplemental appropriations bill 
which will take a fair amount of time, 
which must be passed and conferenced 
before we go out on the Memorial Day 
recess which begins next Friday. 

I believe we should try to arrange to 
complete this matter today and tomor
row. Once more, I do not intend to ask 
the Senate to remain all night. There 
is a good deal of sentiment for that, 
some on this side and some on the 
other side. But I feel the accumulation 
of fatigue is such that it would be 
unwise at this time. 

Mr. McCLURE. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. BAKER. I yield. 
Mr. McCLURE. I thank the Senator 

for yielding. We also have another 
matter to be acted upon next week, 
the International Energy Agency, in 
which many· of my friends have an in
terest. The antitrust exemption ex
pires next week. We have that legisla
tion pending and we need to work on 
that next week. That also has to go to 
the House and be conferenced with 
the House and completed. There is 
some urgency in getting that done. 

Mr. LONG. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BAKER. I yield. 
Mr. LONG. It is a suggestion which 

occurs to this Senator, to ask the ma
jority leader if it might be possible to 
gain unanimous consent to reduce the 
number of hours that remain. As far 
as this Senator is concerned, they can 
have all of my portion of the time. 

Mr. BAKER. I do not believe I will 
put that at this moment, but I thank 
the Senator for the suggestion. I cer
tainly will take account of that as time 
goes by. 

Mr. President, I would add to the list 
of things I would like to consider next 
week, which I think requires us to try 
to finish this measure, that there is 
perhaps a constitutional amendment 
on a balanced budget. I would like to 
get up the Voting Rights Act before 
we go out for the Memorial Day recess 
as well. Time is beginning to close in 
on us. 

I regret to tell my friend that my 
judgment is that we should stay. I 
apologize to him and all the Members, 
but that is the best that I think can be 
arranged. 
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Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Will the 

distinguished majority leader yield to 
me? 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I am 
prepared to yield the floor. I under
stand the Senator from West Virginia, 
the minority leader, will offer an 
amendment. Is it correct that we can 
get a time limitation on this amend
ment? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. As far as I 
am concerned, we can have a time 
limit of 15 minutes equally divided. 

Mr. BAKER. Could I have just a 
moment? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. It has al
ready been discussed. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, could 
we have 10 minutes equally divided on 
this amendment? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I will try 
very hard. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, let me 
do that. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that there be 10 minutes equally 
divided on the amendment by RoBERT 
C. BYRD, the minority leader, dealing 
with the third year tax cut. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 9 7 4 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, Senator HoLLINGS has just per
formed a major service to this body. 
His courageous efforts place the blame 
for the huge deficits squarely where 
they belong-with the extravagant 
and unfair Kemp-Roth tax scheme. 
His work is appreciated by every Sena
tor. I voted against the amendment of
fered by my good friend with great re
luctance, but I did so because the reso
lution itself increases taxes by $107 
billion. A vote to defer the third year, 
in my judgment, would be simply to 
add $76 billion to that $107 billion, 
making it $183 billion in increased 
taxes. 

What I propose to do is to call up an 
amendment, a sense of the Senate res
olution, that provides as follows: 

It is the sense of the Senate that in re
porting legislation to achieve the $107.2 bil
lion in revenues required under this Resolu
tion, rather than impose new, regressive 
taxes on American taxpayers, the Commit
tee on Finance should < 1) defer the third 
year of the Kemp-Roth individual rate re
duction until the current budget crisis has 
passed and interest rates have dropped to 
affordable levels, or (2) repeal the third 
year of the Kemp-Roth individual rate re
duction and replace it with a fiscally pru
dent tax cut which distributes the benefits 
fairly to all working and middle-income 
Americans. 

Mr. President, the $107 billion in
cluded in the budget resolution in in
creased taxes could come from many 
sources. 

One possible tax increase is the 
repeal of the deduction for intangible 
drilling cost, which would destroy the 
oil and gas industry in West Virginia. 
This is a young and growing industry 
that provides jobs. 

Another possible tax that could hurt 
our State is an across-the-board 
energy tax which would hurt oil, coal, 
and gas. 

Another tax increase might be user 
fees on our waterways and ports, 
which would hurt the coal industry. 

There are other taxes that could be 
imposed to make up the $107 billion 
included in the resolution before us. 
For example, there could be new taxes 
on disability payments for military 
personnel, veterans' payments, taxes 
on veterans' benefits, taxes on railroad 
retirement benefits, taxes on unem
ployment insurance, taxes on work
men's compensation payments, taxes 
on social security benefits, to name 
just a few. 

There could be taxes on health in
surance programs for workers, taxes 
on the GI bill student benefits, taxes 
on individual retirement plans, taxes 
on disability benefits, taxes on black 
lung payments. 

So, Mr. President, we are talking 
about $107 billion in new taxes that do 
not now exist. In other words, Mr. 
President, we are voting a virtual 
blank check to raise $107 billion in 
new taxes on average people, in my 
own case on average West Virginia 
workers, farmers, small businessmen, 
and so on. These are people who have 
already been hurt and are now being 
asked to pay more. 

I would say that to raise new taxes 
in the amount of $107 billion in the 
middle of a recession is the wrong way 
to go. It does not provide a solution to 
our fiscal crisis nor is it fair. 

So, Mr. President, I offer this 
amendment so that the Senate may 
have an opportunity to vote to defer 
the third year of the Kemp-Roth tax 
cut as part of the $107 billion in new 
revenues called for by the resolution 
until the current budget crisis has 
passed and interest rates have dropped 
to affordable levels. 

I am not saying to eliminate the 
third year. My amendment provides 
for deferral of the third year or re
placement of it with a fiscally prudent 
tax cut that distributes reductions 
fairly to all working and middle
income Americans. The Kemp-Roth 
tax cut now provides that 40 percent 
of the benefits go to 5 percent of the 
taxpayers. 

The Finance Committee could have 
the option of deferring the third year 
of the Kemp-Roth tax cut and thus 
avoid raising new taxes by $107 billion. 

The third year-we are talking about 
$76 billion across 3 years-would be 
used as an offset against the $107 bil
lion which will otherwise be raised in 
new taxes on workers, farmers, small 
businessmen, who are already heavily 
overtaxed. 

Mr. President, I hope the Senate will 
vote for the amendment. I send it to 
the desk and ask that it be stated by 
the clerk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from West Virginia <Mr. 

RoBERT C. BYRD) proposes an unprinted 
amendment numbered 974. 

At the end of the Resolution, add the fol
lowing: 

"SEc. . It is the sense of the Senate that 
in reporting legislation to achieve the $107.2 
billion in revenues required under this Reso
lution, rather than impose new, regressive 
taxes on American taxpayers, the Commit
tee on Finance should (1) defer the third 
year of the Kemp-Roth individual rate re
duction until the current budget crisis has 
passed and interest rates have dropped to 
affordable levels, or (2) repeal the third 
year of the Kemp-Roth individual rate re
duction and replace it with a fiscally pru
dent tax cut which distributes benefits 
fairly to all working and middle-income 
Americans." 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, as I un
derstand it, there is now a 10-minute 
limit. We have already had about 15 
minutes before the amendment was 
sent up. We may need a little more 
time because the Senator from West 
Virginia raised questions about a 
number of taxes. I am not sure wheth
er he is supporting all those taxes on 
workmen's compensation or unem
ployment compensation. Are they 
taxes he is recommending? Are they 
taxes he is concerned about, or what? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I thought I made my myself 
clear. Evidently, I did not. 

I am saying that the $107 billion in 
the resolution constitute new taxes. I 
am saying that we do not know what 
they are going to be. We just give a 
blank check to add new taxes. I was 
giving some illustrations of new taxes 
that could be imposed to make up the 
$107 billion. I am opposed to those 
taxes. That is why I intend to vote 
against the resolution. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I might 
say I do not recall that any of those 
taxes that the Senator mentioned 
might be under consideration. If he is 
suggesting some of those, we ought to 
look at them. 

I also say I am very pleased that the 
Senator from West Virginia wants to 
help the oil people. We certainly could 
have used his help during the windfall 
profit tax debate a few years ago when 
we had to swallow that tax in West 
Virginia, Kansas, and other States 
across the country. It did not do a 
great deal to help small oil producers 
and small royalty owners across this 
country. So I am pleased we have the 
support of the Senator from West Vir
ginia on that item. 

Mr. President, I also indicate this is 
the same thing we just voted on. In 
effect, it has no meaning. I could ask 
the Parliamentarian but again, it is an 
effort to direct the Senate Finance 
Committee on what we should do. 

Mr. President, could the Senator ex
plain what is a fiscally prudent tax cut 
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which distributes benefits fairly? If 
the Senator has a list of those tax 
cuts, then we could probably discuss 
this amendment and enlighten Mem
bers of the Senate. Otherwise, it is 
nothing but political rhetoric. 

It says "defer the third year of the 
Kemp-Roth individual tax rates until 
the current budget crisis has passed 
and interest rates drop to affordable 
levels." 

Again, I think we need to flesh out 
the rhetoric to find out precisely what 
the Senator from West Virginia has in 
mind. 

Mr. President, what taxes does the 
Senator from West Virginia want us t_o 
look at when we markup in the Senate 
Finance Committee? If we cannot cut 
spending, because the other side will 
not let us cut spending, what taxes 
does he want to raise on the American 
people, the people of Kansas and West 
Virginia? What taxes does the Senator 
from West Virginia want? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I am saying I want to see the 
third year of the Kemp-Roth tax 
scheme deferred. 

Mr. DOLE. That is not enough. 
Mr. ROBERT -c. BYRD. That is $76 

billion over 3 years. If the Senator will 
yield, I shall answer his first question, 
which he asked about the taxes that I 
said might be imposed. He seemed to 
wonder where I was getting the idea 
that such taxes might be imposed. If 
he wants to look on page 51 of the 
first concurrent resolution on the 
budget, he will see. 

The list of tax expenditures in table 4 in
cludes possible options for revenue in
creases. Other options for increasing reve
nues include expansion of excise taxes and a 
variety of possibilities for oil import fees 
and other types of energy taxes. 

Then, on page 52 through page 61, 
there are several options suggested. 

What I am saying is that I do not 
think we should use this blank check 
for $107 billion in increased taxes, 
many of which I have referred to and 
which are being discussed as possibili
ties. Why not simply tell the Finance 
Committee that in order to reach that 
figure of $107 billion, it defer the third 
year of the Kemp-Roth tax cut? That 
will reduce by $76 billion the amount 
of additional new taxes that would 
have to be placed on the American 
workers and farmers and small busi
nessmen. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I shall 
take 1 additional minute, because I 
think we understand his purpose. Ob
viously what the Senator proposes is 
to take that third year of the tax cut 
away from the working people in his 
State, my State, everyone else's State 
in this Chamber. They do not need the 
tax cut; we should not give them the 
tax cut; that is what the Senator from 
West Virginia is saying. He says defer 
on the third year of the Kemp-Roth 
tax cut. That is taking the tax cut 
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away from workingmen and working
women all across this country. 

Mr. President, I hope we shall treat 
this amendment as we did the last 
amendment. 

There was a very basic tax policy 
change made last year. The President 
supports very strongly the third year 
of the tax cut. If the Senator from 
West Virginia wants to vote against 
the third year of the tax cut, there 
will be that opportunity when the 
Senate Finance Committee reports a 
tax bill. To direct what the Finance 
Committee should do in the first place 
has no binding effect and suggests 
that the Senate Finance Committee 
has no autonomy. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. DOLE. I yield. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

want to make this point, that as chair
man of the Budget Committee, I come 
down here after my committee has 
weeks of debate and suggest what the 
tax mix ought to be and I am con
fronted, quite appropriately, by the 
chairman and the ranking member of 
the Finance Committee saying it is 
their responsibility to decide and that 
we have to deal with the broad con
cepts and lump sum numbers. 

I think, since this committee, which 
works long hours and is supposed to 
understand macroeconomics and look 
at the whole budget, is being bound 
regularly by that rule that we do not 
tell the committees what the tax mix 
should be, I think the Senate ought to 
follow that, not only when they adopt 
it for us, but all the time. I think that 
is fair to our committees. 

Mr. DOLE. I would just say this, and 
then I yield the floor: I must assume, 
then, the Senator from West Virginia 
wants the big business corporations 
not to be taxed-let there be no mini
mum tax on big business or individuals 
who make a lot of money; not to 
modify safe harbor leasing-let physi
cians and lawyers put away $47,000 a 
year tax free while we are taking 
money away from food stamp families. 

We are looking at a number of areas, 
I might say to the distinguished mi
nority leader, in the Senate Finance 
Committee that improve equity in this 
country. I hope the Senator from 
West Virginia will help us in that 
effort. 

Mr. President, does the Senator be
lieve people ought to pay taxes in 
America? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Is the Sen
ator asking me a question? 

Mr. DOLE. Yes, Mr. President. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes, of 

course. 
Mr. DOLE. Well, Mr. President
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. If the Sen

ator would wait for the rest of my 
answer. 

Mr. DOLE. Certainly. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I would have been glad to be 
asked to help. I was not invited to the 
meeting between the President and 
the House Speaker. Democrats were 
not invited to the meetings that took 
place in 207 on yesterday. Only the 
Republicans were in that conference 
that brought out what amounted to a 
new budget package, scuttling the old 
one that had been before the Senate 
for 3 days. 

The Senator speaks about the work
ing people of Wes,t Virginia. The work
ing people of West Virginia are enti
tled to a fair tax cut, but they did not 
get it with the Kemp-Roth tax cut. 
Forty percent of that went to 5 per
cent of the taxpayers in this country. 
That was not a fair tax scheme. 

What I am saying here is that the 
Finance Committee, when it comes 
down to the point where it has to con
sider raising $107 billion in taxes, 
should consider the deferral of the 
third ·year of the Kemp-Roth tax cut 
or replace it with a tax scheme that 
would be fair and prudent and equita
ble to the working people of this coun
try. 

Mr. DOLE. Will the Senator tell us 
what that is? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The Sena
tor is not telling us in this resolution 
what taxes are going to be raised. 

Mr. DOLE. I did not offer the reso
lution. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The Sena
tor wants us to give a blank check to 
raise $107 billion in new taxes, which 
could be a tax on social security pay
ments, a tax on veterans' retirement 
benefits, a tax on railroad retirement 
benefits, and on and on. 

Mr. DOLE. But the Senator from 
Kansas did not offer the resolution. 
Certainly if I offered it, I would try to 
tell the Members what I had in mind, 
what is a fair and equitable and just 
tax reduction. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The Sena
tor from Kansas did not offer the reso
lution. I did not either. That resolu
tion came out of the Republican con
ference on Tuesday in which the Sena
tor from Kansas participated. 

Mr. DOLE. The one the Senator just 
offered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The 
amendment I am offering would sug
gest deferring the third year of the 
tax cut. 

Mr. DOLE. But the Senator says it 
ought to be replaced with fiscally pru
dent tax cuts. Would you give me the 
particulars of that? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The Fi
nance Committee is going to work that 
out, just as the Finance Committee is 
going to have to work out the $107 bil
lion in new taxes. 

Mr. DOLE. I thank the Senator. He 
has just made our case. Let us work it 
out. We will decide about the third 
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year, and we will decide, hopefully, 
what is fiscally prudent. And when we 
come back to the floor, I hope we will 
have the support of the distinguished 
minority leader. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. We may 
have, may not have. I shall have to 
wait and see what new taxes are pro
posed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Kansas has 
expired. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I wish I 
had the support of the distinguished 
Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. DOLE. I am doing my best. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 

the Senator from West Virginia yield 
back his time? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. DOMENICI. We yield back our 

time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 

there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 

Senator from Oregon <Mr. HATFIELD) 
is necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Oregon 
<Mr. HATFIELD) would vote "nay." 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 
the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. 
KENNEDY) is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
WALLOP). Are there any other Sena
tors in the Chamber wishing to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 35, 
nays 63, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 133 Leg.] 
YEAS-35 

Baucus Ex on Melcher 
Boren Ford Metzenbaum 
Bradley Glenn Mitchell 
Bumpers Hart Nunn 
Burdick Heflin Pell 
Byrd, Robert C. Hollings Pryor 
Cannon Huddleston Randolph 
Chiles Inouye Riegle 
Cranston Jackson Sarbanes 
Dixon Leahy Sasser 
Dodd Levin Tsongas 
Eagleton Matsunaga 

NAYS-63 
Abdnor Goldwater Packwood 
Andrews Gorton Percy 
Armstrong Grassley Pressler 
Baker Hatch Proxmire 
Bentsen Hawkins Quayle 
Bid en Hayakawa Roth 
Boschwitz Heinz Rudman 
Brady Helms Schmitt 
Byrd, Humphrey Simpson 

Harry F., Jr. Jepsen Specter 
Chafee Johnston Stafford 
Cochran Kassebaum Stennis 
Cohen Kasten Stevens 
D'Amato Laxalt Symms 
Danforth Long Thurmond 
DeConcini Lugar Tower 
Denton Mathias Wallop 
Dole Mattingly Warner 
Domenici McClure Weicker 
Duren berger Moynihan Zorinsky 
East Murkowski 
Gam Nickles 

Hatfield 

NOT VOTING-2 
Kennedy 

So Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD's amend
ment <UP No. 974) was rejected. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 9 7 5 

<Purpose: To add additional funds for the 
maternal and child health care block grant> 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk an unprinted amendment 
and ask for its immediate consider
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Rhode Island <Mr. 
CHAFEE) for himself, Mr. STAFFORD, Mr. 
BUMPERS, Mr. PACKWOOD, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. 
MURKOWSKI, Mr. METZENBAUM, Mr. CRAN
STON, Mr. MATHIAS, Mr. CHILES, Mr. MOYNI
HAN, Mr. HEINZ, Mr. RIEGLE, and Mr. SAR
BANES proposes an unprinted amendment 
numbered 975. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 2, beginning with line 15, strike 

out through line 1 on page 3 and insert the 
following: 

(2) The appropriate levels of total new 
budget authority are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1982: $777,600,000,000. 
Fiscal. year 1983: $835,303,700,000 plus 

$25,500,000. 
Fiscal year 1984: $897,006,200,000 plus 

$25,500,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: $972,808,700,000 plus 

$25,500,000. 
(3) The appropriate levels of total budget 

outlays are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1982: $740,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1983: $783,603,700,000 plus 

$25,500-,000. 
Fiscal year 1984: $832,306,200,000 plus 

$25,500,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: $889,408,700,000 plus 

$25,500,000. 
On page 3, beginning with line 2, strike 

out through line 21 on page 3 and insert the 
following: 

(5) The amounts of the deficits in the 
budget which are appropriate in the light of 
economic conditions and all other relevant 
factors are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1982: $117,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1983: $115,403,700,000 plus 

$25,500,000. 
Fiscal year 1984: $91,306,200,000 plus 

$25,500,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: $64,408,700,000 plus 

$25,500,000. 
(6) The appropriate levels of the public 

debt are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1982: $1,144,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1983: $1,292,103,700,000 plus 

$25,500,000. 
Fiscal year 1984: $1,420,009,900,000 plus 

$51,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: $1,533,218,600,000 plus 

$76,500,000. 

and the amounts by which the temporary 
statutory limits on such debt should be ac
cordingly increased are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1982: $64,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1983: $147,903,700,000 plus 

$25,500,000. 
Fiscal year 1984: $127,906,200,000 plus 

$25,500,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: $113,208,700,000 plus 

$25,500,000. 
On page 14, beginning with line 25, strike 

out through line 25 on page 15 and insert 
the following: 

01> Health (550): 
Fiscal year 1982: 
<A> New budget authority, $78,500,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $73,700,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $100,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee com

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1983: 
<A> New budget authority, $79,503,700,000 

plus $25,500,000. 
<B> Outlays, $77,603,700,000 plus 

$25,500,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $100,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee com

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1984: 
<A> New budget authority, $92,206,200,000 

plus $25,500,000. 
(B) Outlays, $85,706,200,000 plus 

$25,500,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$103,608,700,000 plus $25,500,000. 
<B> Outlays, $97,208,700,000 plus 

$25,500,000. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, this is 
an amendment which is offered on 
behalf of myself, Mr. STAFFORD, Mr. 
BUMPERS, Mr. PACKWOOD, Mr. SPECTER, 
Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr. METZENBAUM, 
Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. MATHIAS, Mr. 
CHILES, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. HEINZ, Mr. 
RIEGLE, and Mr. SARBANES. It deals 
with maternity and child health, 
adding an additional $25 million to the 
current suggested authorization or 
budget figure of $34 7 million. I would 
add $25 million for each of 3 years. 

Mr. President, I would be glad to 
have a time agreement of 10 minutes 
equally divided. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I make 
that unanimous-consent request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. CHAFEE. I am pleased to be of

fering an amendment to restore a 
modest $76.5 million to the health 
function for the maternal and child 
health care <MCH) block grant. This 
money would be distributed evenly 
over the next 3 years, so that funding 
for the program could be raised from 
the present level of $347.5 million to 
its authorized level of $373 million. 

The maternal and child health block 
grant is an example of government at 
its best. The program provides desper
ately needed services to mothers, in-
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fants, and children. It is relatively in
expensive, and it saves money in the 
long run. Moreover, it is a program in 
which Federal dollars and expertise 
promote a commitment to preventive 
health on the State level. 

Last year, the program provided 1 
million children with checkups, immu
nizations, and basic health services for 
hemophilia, genetic disorders, lead
based paint poisoning, and other dis
abling conditions. An estimated 1 mil
lion mothers received prenatal and 
perinatal care under the program. In 
most instances the recipients of serv
ices were poor. In many instances they 
would have received no help were it 
not for these programs. 

Despite certain beliefs to the con
trary, this country has a long way to 
go in its effort to assure that all preg
nant mothers and children receive 
adequate care. 

Mr. President, one of the shocking 
statistics I have run across in connec
tion with preparing for this amend
ment is the high mortality rate for in
fants in the United States. One in 
every seventy-two babies, born in 
America dies within the first year. In 
the District of Columbia that figure is 
twice as high; 1 out of every 33 infants 
dies within the first year. I found that 
such a shocking statistic that I had it 
checked again, and that is what the 
statistics show. 

There is no question that there is a 
direct correlation between infant mor
tality and the level of prenatal care 
and perinatal care for the mother. 

Maternal and child health affects 
those levels of care. And we need to 
adequately fund it. 

What we have done in this very 
modest addition is to try and recover 
some of the moneys that were cut 
from this program in the cuts made in 
1982 from 1981. We cut that program 
by 24 percent from $457 million in 
1981 to $347 million in 1982. 

As I say, this would add $25.5 million 
for each of the next 3 years making it 
$373 million. 

Mr. President, I do not think there is 
any argument against this. This rather 
modest effort to restore funding for it 
is desperately needed. Reports from 
around the country of the effects of 
prior cuts are alarming. 

In my own home State, a number of 
services have already been cut; and 
Rhode Island's program has fared 
better than many. We have had to 
reduce the number of sites which pro
vide primary, pediatric, preventive 
care. We have had to collect fees for 
maternal and child health care serv
ices, and this has driven some of those 
who most need care from seeking it. 

Our genetics counseling program has 
undergone a dramatic restructuring 
which, again, will mean that fewer 
people will be served. This, in light of 
a GAO study which showed that the 
cost of genetic screening, along with 

early treatment of seven common dis
orders, was less than one-eighth of the 
costs of caring for an impaired child 
over a lifetime. 

In other portions of the country, 
clinics have been closed and only those 
mothers at the highest risks are re
ceiving help, and projects aimed at re
ducing birth defects and lowering 
infant mortality have nearly been 
eliminated. 

A humane and enlightened society is 
one which is willing to commit at least 
modest resources to assuring proper 
health for infants and children. Such 
a commitment represents a sense of 
compassion and vision in an area in 
which the expertise exists to make 
much greater progress than we al
ready have. Our commitment can, in 
its barest form, be seen as a good in
vestment. 

In my remarks yesterday in support 
of my colleague from Arkansas' effort 
to add moneys for the immunization 
program, I alluded to the rising costs 
of health care in this country. I need 
not recite the statistics, but the fact is, 
costs in this realm are outpacing those 
in virtually every other sector. 

Medicare costs are expected to 
double by the end of the decade to 
nearly $100 billion; 9.8 percent of our 
gross national product went for health 
care expenditures in 1981. Most of 
that was for hospital costs. 

It is about time we changed our pri
orities and laid emphasis on prevent
ing disease and keeping people, espe
cially children, out of hospitals and 
other institutions. Here is a program 
which represents such an effort. 

A study done in Texas showed that 
$1 spent on preventive health for chil
dren could save $8 in long-term costs. 
It has been estimated that prevention 
of retardation in a mere 10 cases could 
save $15 million, to sa~ nothing of the 
untold misery that families would be 
spared. 

Opportunities like this cannot be 
overlooked. I know that my colleagues 
share this view, and I hope and trust 
that you will support this amendment. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
Mr. President, I am prepared to pro

ceed with a voice vote if none of the 
time is being utilized. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
was not here when Senator BIDEN, the 
distinguished junior Senator from 
Delaware, discussed the modification 
of Senate Concurrent Resolution 92 
which was submitted in behalf of the 
majority of the Budget Committee 
through our leader yesterday. In dis
cussing the modification, he listed 
many add-ons which were included in 
the resolution. I do not want to 
burden the Senate with why they were 
made, but there are two issues, the 
one discussed here and the WIC pro
gram in function 600 which explain 
why we made these additions. 

With respect to WIC, the problem 
involved the use of a freeze on budget 
authority for appropriated programs 
which included reductions due to de
ferrals. 

Of course, as soon as the deferral 
time is passed, spending can occur at 
the old rate. However, in the case of 
WIC, we froze the account at the 
lower level. 

This amendment demonstrates for 
the record that many of the additions 
that the Budget Committee agreed to 
were cases where the deferral was tem
porary and the higher level was justi
fied. 

In the case of the maternal and 
child health block grant, this program 
is a major source of funds to provide 
cost-effective care to mothers and 
young children. This addition is justi
fied and it does not materially change 
the budget totals for function 550. 
While it does not assure funding, since 
the Appropriations Committee has 
complete discretion in funding pro
grams, it does indicate the concern of 
the Senate over funding of this pro
gram. 

We are going to accept this amend
ment and I commend the Senator 
from Rhode Island for bringing this 
issue to our attention. 

Senator CHAFFEE is very concerned 
about this account, along with a 
number of other Senators on both 
sides of the aisle. His amendment will 
make it eminently clear that they are 
concerned. They want the highest pos
sible level of funding through the Ap
propriations Committee. But it will 
not add any real dollars to the budget 
resolution because of the size of the 
amendment. 

With that explanation I am pre
pared to yield back the remainder of 
my time, and, if there is no one else 
seeking recognition, I will agree to 
accept the amendment. 

Mr. CHAFFEE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator 
LEviN be added as a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senator 
HAWKINS be added as a cosponsor to 
the Chaffee amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to cosponsor this amendment 
to fully restore veterans' benefits as 
proposed by the Senator from Florida, 
Mr. CHILES. 

I do so because the Republican 
modified budget is patently unfair to 
millions of men and women who have 
so well served this country. The modi
fied budget yesterday partially cor
rected a shortcoming of the commit
tee's reported budget by restoring a 
total of $2.1 billion over the next 3 
years for veterans health and disabil-



10952 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 20, 1982 
ity compensation. However, it still 
falls short by a total of $3.8 billion of 
the amount needed to help veterans 
stay even with inflation. A full infla
tion adjustment would require the ad
dition to the modified budget of $0.8 
billion in fiscal year 1983, $1.2 billion 
in fiscal year 1984, and $1.6 billion in 
fiscal year 1985. This budget now falls 
far short of meeting the deserved 
needs of our honorable veterans. 

Mr. President, the policy proposed in 
this modified budget, which is recom
mended by our colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle, would force veterans 
to have their pensions actually re
duced on a monthly basis. You see, 
under current law, social security ben
efits are fully countable as income 
under the Veterans Pension Act. 
Therefore, a veteran's pension benefit 
is reduced dollar for dollar by the 
amount of the social security increase. 
This means that veterans, unlike 
other retired people, would not benefit 
from the cost-of-living adjustment in 
social security, in fact veterans would 
actually lose income on a real basis be
cause their combined benefits would 
be frozen and eaten away by inflation. 

Mr. President, I ask that a brief 
report by the Congressional Budget 
Office describing this inequity be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

Mr. President, I would also point out 
the particular need to restore the cuts 
that program is fully funded, thou
sands of veterans' hospital beds will 
close, 13,000 employees will be laid off, 
and 76 newly constructed nursing 
homes and hospitals due to be activat
ed will be canceled. 

I, therefore, urge my colleagues to 
join us in support of this amendment 
and to make it clear that the Congress 
will not seek to balance the budget by 
depriving veterans of the benefits 
which they richly deserve. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that several letters in support of 
this amendment be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

MAY 18, 1982. 
Memorandum to: Senator Donald W. Riegle. 
From: Nina Shepherd, Congressional 

Budget Office. 
Pursuant to your telephone request, an 

explanation of the interaction of veterans' 
pension <as authorized by Public Law 95-
588) and social security benefits is detailed 
below. 

Pension benefits to eligible veterans and 
their dependents and survivors are deter
mined by reducing the appropriate statuto
ry benefit rate by the amount of the recipi
ent's annual income and, with certain excep
tions, the annual income of the recipient's 
family members. Since social security bene
fits are fully countable as income under the 
Public Law 95-588 pension program, a veter
an's pension benefit is reduced dollar-for
dollar by the amount of his/her social secu
rity income. 

Under current law, benefit rates for 
Public Law 95-588 pension are increased 

whenever social security benefit rates are 
increased (pursuant to section 215(i) of the 
Social Security Act) and by the same per
centage of increase. 

Should legislation be enacted prior to 
June 1, 1982 to delete or amend section 3112 
of title 38, U.S.C. in order to detach veter
ans' pension rates from social security's 
automatic COLA's, the following situation 
would ensue: 

Social Security benefit rates would be in
creased by 7.4 percent. 

Veterans' pension rates would not in
crease. 

Pension beneficiaries who also receive 
social security income would experience no 
change in their combined income from both 
sources. 

Example: 
A veteran with no dependents: 

Prior to June 1, 1982: 
Statutory pension rate................... $4,960 
Assumed social security income ... -2,000 

Annual pension benefit.............. 2,960 

After June 1, 1982, with no change 
in law: 

Statutory pension rate................... 5,327 
Assumed social security income ... -2,148 

Annual pension benefit.............. 3,179 

After June 1, 1982, assuming legis-
lation described above: 

Statutory pension rate................... 4,960 
Assumed social security income ... -2,148 

Annual pension benefit.............. 2,812 

MILITARY ORDER OF THE PuRPLE HEART, 
Detroit, Mich., May 18, 1982. 

Senator DONALD W. RIEGLE, Jr'., 
McNamara Building, 
Detroit, Mich. 

DEAR SENATOR RIEGLE: I understand that 
the issues on veteran's benefits and services 
will be heard on the floor today and wish to 
submit my opinions on such. 

I personally feel that the proposals sug
gested by the committee will be detrimental 
to all veterans and their dependents. 

These proposed freezes and cuts to veter
ans programs and services will cause severe 
hardship and depression among all veterans 
and their dependents. The veterans are al
ready suffering due to cuts of past and any 
more changes to their programs will create 
unfair and discriminatory practice because 
other COLAS are not being acted against 
the way the veterans groups are. 

I am totally against the committees rec
ommendations and will take a firm stand to 
stop any committee actions against veterans 
benefits and services. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. CRAIG GLYNN, 

MOPH/Director, 
Regional Office. 

AMVETS, 
SERVICE DEPARTMENT, 

Detroit, Mich., May 18, 1982. 
Senator DONALD RIEGLE, 
Detroit, Mich. 

DEAR SENATOR RIEGLE: The purpose of my 
letter is to voice my consternation concern
ing the so called "discressionary cuts" in the 
area of V.A. medical and hospital care, and 
the discontinuance of the "Cost of Living" 
increases for V.A. Compensation benefits. 
As a life time resident of the state of Michi
gan I have never witnessed a period when 
the V.A. hospitals have been in greater 
need. A great number of our auto-workers 

and those with related jobs are veterans 
who utilize these facilities, especially during 
hard times. 

We are fortunate to have Mr. Al Zambar
line as our Regional Medical Director and 
Mr. James Donachie as Medical District Di
rector as these men have on many occasions 
gone that one step further to provide good 
health care to the veterans that they repre
sent. 

I am sure that it is thru their efforts and 
the combined efforts of the service organi
zations in the State of Michigan that we 
have maintained a quality of care second to 
none. 

This quality care must be maintained not 
only for our present veterans but for those 
of 'the future who are expected to sacrifice 
for this country. 

This brings us to the subject of discon
tinuing the cost-of-living increases for com
pensation benefits. These benefits are paid 
only to those individuals who were injured 
or exposed to disease in the service of their 
country. To deny them would be a declara
tion that their sacrifice was frivolous. 

Oh yes, there are those who would accuse 
me of trying to protect another sacred cow. 
Perhaps I am doing that but all must realize 
that if it were not for those who made a sac
rifice for America that there would be no 
sacred cows to protect. 

Those veterans were inspired by those 
who swore that they and their dependents 
would be cared for by an appreciative gov
ernment only to face cutbacks when support 
is needed most. 

I support any efforts by your office to 
insure the continuation of V.A. medical 
care, compensation and pension as it is time 
to serve those who have served us. 

I thank you in advance for your sincere in
terest in these very important matters. 

Sincerely, 
DAVID F. WANDRIE, 

Amvets Assistant Service Director, 
Amvets National Service Officer. 

VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS 
OF THE UNITED STATES, 

Washington, D.C., May 19, 1982. 
Hon. DONALD W. RIEGLE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR RIEGLE: It is my under
standing you intend to cosponsor the floor 
amendment to S. Con. Res. 92 to be offered 
by the Honorable Lawton Chiles to increase 
the Veterans Administration budget for the 
fiscal year 1983 from $23.4 billion in budget 
authority to $24.7 billion and outlays from 
$22.7 billion to $23.8 billion. This amend
ment would square with the recommenda
tions of the Sen~tte Veterans' Affairs Com
mittee to the Senate Budget Committee in 
every respect except that the cost-of-living 
increase for VA beneficiaries would be 7.4 
percent instead of 8.1 percent and also, to 
exempt the Veterans Administration from 
the proposed freeze at the 1982 levels the 
funding of non-defense discretionary appro
priated programs in 1983 and the two subse
quent fiscal years. 

As you are aware, S. Con. Res. 92 proposed 
no cost-of-living increase for VA benefici
aries in the fiscal year 1983 and freezing 
subsequent increases to 4 percent. Freezing 
the Veterans Administration discretionary 
appropriations account at the 1982 level 
through the fiscal year 1985 would, in our 
opinion, necessitate closing an undeter
mined number of VA health-care facilities, 
reducing personnel in the Department of 
Medicine and Surgery by some 13,000, relo-



May 20, 1982 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 10953 
eating thousands of VA patients and person
nel, and canceling the scheduled activation 
of 76 newly constructed projects including 
nursing home care units and replacement 
hospitals. 

On behalf of the more than 2.5 million 
men and women of the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars of the United States and our Ladies 
Auxiliary, know that you have my full sup
port for this amendment and that my over
riding concern is the exemption of the VA 
discretionary appropriation account from 
the freeze and restoring the funding neces
sary to maintain the integrity of the VA 
hospital and medical care system. 

Sincerely, 
ARTHUR J. F'ELLWOCK, 

Commander-in-Chief 

DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS, 
NATIONAL SERVICE AND 

LEGISLATIVE liEADQUARTERS, 
Washington, D. C., May 14, 1982. 

Hon. DONALD W. RIEGLE, Jr., 
Dirksen Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR RIEGLE: The Senat e will 
soon begin debate on the First Concurrent 
Resolution on the Budget-S. Con. Res. 92. 

This measure, as reported by the Senate 
Budget Committee, substantially reduces 
the President's Fiscal Year 1983 request for 
VA medical care funding and fails to provide 
any cost of living adjustments for VA com
pensation and pension beneficiaries. 

When this measure reaches the Senate 
floor, Senator Lawton Chiles will be offer
ing an amendment to restore the needed 
funding for VA health care and cost of 
living adjustments. 

As you probably well know, the VA health 
care system has taken the brunt of budget 
cuts time and time again and we in the DA V 
strongly urge you to join in the effort to 
cease these senseless proposals that endan
ger the quality and quantity of medical care 
the VA will be able to provide this nation's 
veterans in Fiscal Year 1983. 

Further, the Senate Budget Committee 
proposal fails to provide a cost of living ad
justment in VA compensation and pension 
benefits. The DA V has attempted to deal 
fairly with the COLA question in all federal 
programs and we have expressed our views 
to the Senate Budget Committee Chairman. 

It is our belief that the Congress must 
deal with this situation in an evenhanded 
fashion and treat all federal programs 
equally. Service-connected disabled veter
ans, like all Americans, suffer from the 
same ravaging inflation and should be treat
ed at least equally with all other federal 
beneficiaries. 

Therefore, on behalf of the more than 
715,000 members of the Disabled American 
Veterans, I respectfully request your sup
port and vote for the Chiles' Amendment to 
restore VA medical care funding and pro
vide a cost of living adjustment for service
connected disabled veterans and their fami
lies. 

Sincerely yours, 
SHERMAN E. ROODZANT, 

National Commander. 
HEALTH BUDGET CUTS 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, last 
year's two rounds of budget cutting, 
first through the reconciliation legisla
tion and then through the continuing 
resolution at year end, left much of 
the acclaimed "social safety net" in 
tatters. Nowhere has the damage been 
worse then in health care, and no-

where have the program cuts been 
more ill advised and, in the long run, 
costly. 

Diseases and disabling conditions 
prevented are hard to cost out in 
budgetary terms, but the benefits 
should be clear to everyone. Early 
treatment of an illness is less expen
sive, both in human and in monetary 
terms, than delayed treatment. Yet 
last year the administration pushed 
for and got budget cuts in medicaid, 
the childhood immunization program, 
and the preventive and primary care 
program for mothers and children-all 
to shave a very modest amount of dol
lars off a budget deficit of over $100 
billion. 

This year, facing the prospect of 
skyrocketing budget deficits as a result 
of the failure of its supply side eco
nomic policies, the administration 
came back to Congress with still more 
proposals to cut even deeper into these 
health care programs. Medicare, the 
health care program on which so 
many of the Nation's elderly depend, 
was no longer exempt, apparently no 
longer part of the safety net. Medic
aid, already tightly squeezed by last 
year's cuts, was slated for massive new 
reductions in benefits and changes in 
eligibility. In both programs the ad
ministration's tactic was not to save 
dollars by controlling costs and re
forming the system but merely to shift 
the costs to someone else-to State 
governments, to local governments, to 
private insurers, to the elderly, to the 
disabled, and to low-income women 
and children. Meanwhile, the adminis
tration talked about competition in 
health care and New Federalism. 

Mr. President, many of the adminis
tration's proposed cuts in these health 
programs have been recognized as 
unwise and inappropriate. To wreck 
more havoc on individuals in need of 
health care only to shave a modest 
amount from another record deficit 
makes no sense. The budget Commit
tee's spending reductions for these 
health programs would require signifi
cant changes in eligibility, cuts in ben
efits and dramatic increases in out-of
pocket costs to the poor and elderly 
beneficiaries. 

First in terms of equity, I question 
the appropriateness of continued re
ductions in health program funding 
after two rounds of substantial cuts 
last year. Must a large proposed deficit 
be reduced by further restricting care 
for those most vulnerable in society, 
the old, the poor, and the young? 
Must we diminish the deficit by failing 
to invest in the human capital so nec
essary for economic prosperity in the 
next generation? 

My opposition to the program cuts 
required by this budget resolution 
does not mean that I am unconcerned 
about continued uncontrolled rises in 
health care costs, and the accompany
ing inflationary increase in the costs 

of these programs. Responsible and ef
fective control of medical care costs 
must be accomplished. If the proposed 
budget were as vigorous in pursuit of 
health cost care containment as it is in 
depriving people of needed medical 
care, the deficit next year and for 
years to come would be reduced. In
vestments in cost containment today 
can produce dividends tomorrow; de
ferring care for those who can benefit 
will cost more tomorrow. 

Mr. President, I will review the ef
fects that are already apparent from 
cuts already administered to health 
care. These early experiences can be 
regarded as ominous. 

When changes were made in the 
medicaid program last year, it was ex
pected that States would increase 
their contributions to the medicaid 
program as Federal aid diminished. 
Exactly the opposite has occurred. 
Over one-fifth of States have reduced 
their contributions by severely limit
ing the number of hospital days to 
which a medicaid patient is entitled
many to as few as 10 to 20 days per pa
tient in a year. Over two-fifths of the 
States eliminated optional services 
such as drugs, eyeglasses, and foot 
care. A fifth of the States have cut 
services to the medically needy or for 
those on general assistance. 

Many of the sick and poor have 
dropped from medicaid eligibility, 
leaving only the most destitute and 
the most vulnerable eligible for the 
limited services remammg. Even 
before these cuts, only one of every 
two families at or near the poverty 
level were medicaid recipients. Surely 
we can agree that the poor have con
tributed enough to reducing the defi
cit. Even with no further changes, the 
4-percent reduction in medicaid pay
ments to States already in place as
sures an 18-percent reduction in real 
dollars to the States considering the 
14-percent rate of inflation in health 
care costs. 

The aged too are being asked to sac
rifice. Last year more cost sharing by 
beneficiaries was required and cost
free days of institutional care were re
duced. This year's proposals contain 
further requirements for cost sharing 
for home care and provide for rapid es
calation in the deductibles which must 
be paid out of pocket. At the same 
time, some budget cutters have pro
posed reductions in the cost-of-living 
adjustments for social security benefi
ciaries. In this uncertain period, when 
the aged have so recently suffered the 
ravages of inflation on a fixed income, 
further required out-of-pocket ex
penses for the sick aged is unjust. 

Mr. President, we are all concerned 
about the economy and the future. 
One way to assure a healthy and able 
work force in the future is to assure 
good health for the young and for 
pregnant women. This is also a means 
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of containing health care costs-no
where can prevention return a greater 
dividend than when it is provided to 
the young and to their mothers. It is 
puzzling, Mr. President, that in an ad
ministration that is such a strong ad
vocate of prevention in health care, 
the budget so compromises programs 
aimed at prevention. 

The most obvious compromise is the 
request for immunizations. With a 
continued growth in the number of 
children under 6 and a 40-percent in
flation in cost of vaccines, far fewer 
children will be immunized under the 
proposed budget. If these immuniza
tions are not done, we will experience 
a reappearance of polio, measles, 
German measles as occurred in the 
1970's. We will pay for illness care, 
long-term complications, and for vacci
nation all at a higher cost. German 
measles vaccinations for child-bearing 
women is also dramatically cost bene
ficial as a prevention measure, protect
ing babies from the high risks of deaf
ness or heart defects and protecting 
pregnant women from miscarriages. 

Last year 30 percent was cut from 
the programs in the maternal and 
child health block grant. Similar cuts 
were required of community health 
centers and family planning programs. 
Each of these programs directly af
fects maternal and child health. 

What have been the results? Forty 
community health centers have closed 
and 120 more are expected to close by 
this year's end. Similarly many special 
maternal and child health clinics have 
shut their doors and those that 
remain have cut back services. All this 
is occurring on top of medicaid cut
backs which have caused 661,000 chil
dren and their mothers to lose access 
to medical care. Mothers remaining el
igible pay a greater share of the cost 
for the services they and their chil
dren receive. It is clear that there has 
already been substantial reduction in 
maternal and child health services; 
this service loss will have adverse ef
fects and must cost more in long-term 
poor health. The additional program 
cutbacks that would be required under 
the proposed fiscal year 1983 budget 
would surely have further deleterious 
effects. 

Finally, there is the WIC program, 
whose aim is to provide adequate nu
trition to pregnant women, infants, 
and children. The most harmful and 
shortsighted proposal in the adminis
tration's February budget was to fold 
the WIC program into the maternal 
and child health block grant and 
reduce funding by $300 million. The 
WIC program has been shown to 
reduce the number of low birth weight 
infants. It is one of our most cost ben
eficial programs, saving $3 for every $1 
spent in feeding pregnant women. 

It is neither prudent nor wise to 
reduce the money for food and leave 
to chance whether States will provide 

food at all. Further proposals to 
expand the block grant by including 
migrant health and black lung pro
grams and freeze total appropriations 
can only severely impair the health of 
future generations. Money "saved" 
now will be paid many times over in 
years to come. 

Mr. President, I do share the grow
ing concern for health care costs and 
for the size of the budget deficit. But I 
do not believe that we can afford to 
reduce that deficit by further reducing 
access of the poor and the aged to 
medical care. It also makes no sense to 
defer expenditures as for immuniza
tion and nutrition, knowing that one 
day soon we will have to provide these 
services but at a higher cost. 

That does not mean we can afford to 
waste money. We must eliminate un
necessary care and assure that the 
care that is provided is appropriate, of 
good quality, and economic. Yet be
cause we have not taken effective cost 
containment measures, we must now 
look to short-term measures which 
will help contain health care costs and 
move us in the direction of equitable 
payment for appropriate care. 

To be certain that care received is 
appropriate, we must improve and con
tinue utilization review and peer 
review. Both programs are cost benefi
cial. GAO has shown that for every $1 
spent in utilization review by interme
diaries, $26 is saved. Yet reduced fund
ing for these programs has cut these 
cost containment efforts. This is cost 
saving of the most shortsighted type. 
Similarly, many PSRO's have been 
shown to be cost beneficial. 

With the elimination of less effec
tive PSRO's, the savings should be 
even greater. In addition, PSRO's have 
improved the quality of medical care, 
resulted in shorter lengths of stays for 
patients in hospitals and less frequent 
hospitalizations. Such changes in the 
way patients are cared for has a long 
range impact on medical practice and 
on medical savings. 

Most important are measures which 
assure that care is provided economi
cally. To attain this goal, we must 
move to a uniform, clearly defined and 
just manner of hospital reimburse
ment. Ten States have experimented 
with prospective reimbursement of 
hospital charges. Maryland and my 
State of New Jersey have established a 
diagnosis-related payment system for 
all hospitalization whether paid for by 
medicare, medicaid, or private insur
ance. 

Such systems, while complex to de
velop, provide equitable treatment of 
hospitals and assure fiscal stability by 
providing predictable and prospective 
funding and by accommodating any 
mix of patients. To move toward even
tual effective prospective reimburse
ment, we should adopt short-term 
changes in the formula for physician 
and hospital reimbursement under 

medicare. We should also encourage 
the development of hospital rate com
missions in each State so that predict
able and equitable reimbursement can 
occur under both medicaid and medi
care. 

Cost containment and reform of our 
health care system, rather than cost 
shifting and erecting cost barriers to 
discourage the elderly and low income 
mothers and children from making use 
of health care services-this is the ap
proach which has guided the amend
ments on medicare and medicaid of
fered by Senators KENNEDY, MELCHER, 
MOYNIHAN, and RIEGLE; on childhood 
immunizations and maternal and child 
health offered by Senators BUMPERS 
and SARBANES; and on WIC offered by 
Senators LEAHY and HOLLINGS. 

I endorse this approach and I shall 
work with my colleagues in the Fi
nance Committee and with the hospi
tals, physicians and other health care 
professionals, and other health care 
providers to assure that good care is 
provided to those Americans who need 
it and that the health services are paid 
for in a fair and appropriate manner. 

Mr. President, health is a very pre
cious good. The health of the Ameri
can people is a proper concern of Gov
ernment. By our programs of preven
tion and treatment we help to promote 
a healthier and therefore happier pop
ulace. Let us not falter in these ef
forts. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I move passage of the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all 
time yielded back? 

Mr. CHAFEE. I yield back our time. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I yield back our 

time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 

time is yielded back, and the question 
is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. CHAFEE's amendment <UP No. 
975) was agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I would like to thank 
the distinguished chairman of the 
Budget Committee for his support and 
assistance in this matter. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I want to commend 
the distinguished Senator from Rhode 
Island <Mr. CHAFEE) for his work. It is 
a pleasure to work with him as it was 
to work with him on this amendment 
and with his cosponsors. 

It is my understanding that we now 
go back to the other side of the aisle. 
The amendment that will be called up 
is an amendment by the distinguished 
senior Senator from Florida and it per
tains to veterans. 

I yield to the Senator from Florida. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clinics at the level of the President's 

Senator from Florida. January budget request; and, third, we 
UP AMENDMENT No. 976 assume only the $150 million of legis-

<Purpose: To provide funding for full cost of lative savings which the Veterans' Af
living adjustments for veterans pensions fairs Committee recommended in its 
and disability compensation, and to pro- March 15 report to the Budget Com
vide the President's January budget re- mittee. 
quest for veterans medical facilities) I would like to talk, first, about the 
Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I send cost-of-living adjustment for pensions 

an amendment to the desk on behalf and compensation. I think it is entire
of myself, Mr. MITCHELL, and others, ly unfair to cut these when we are not 
and ask for its immediate consider- exerting Government-wide restraint 
ation. on COLA's. We have already made it 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clear we are not going to cut COLA's 
clerk will report. for social security recipients, and that 

The assistant legislative clerk read we are not going to cut them for food 
as follows: stamps, SSI, or other vital programs. 

The Senator from Florida <Mr. CHILES), So I think we have to ask ourselves 
for himsell, and others, proposes an un- who are the recipients of veterans' 
printed amendment numbered 976. pensions and compensation? In the 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I ask case of pensions, Mr. President, it is 
unanimous consent that further read- only the low-income retired veterans. 
ing of the amendment be dispensed 1 That is a key reform that we made 
with. several years ago. They simply do not 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- have and cannot have the resources to 
out objection, it is ~o ordered. pay for the increased cost of food, 

The amendment IS as follows: fuel, and housing. If they have those 
On page 17, beginning with line 15, strike other resources, they are not entitled 

out through line 4 on page 18 and insert the to the pension to start with. 
following: The Consumer Price Index and the 

Fiscal year 1983: t ·t ts 1 · d <A> New budget authority, $24,700,000,000. cos s 1 represen are s owmg own 
<B> outlays, $23,80o,ooo,ooo. and, fortunately, that will save some 
<C> New direct loan obligations, money in the program. But the costs 

$1,000,000,000. are still there, and those veterans on 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit- pensions are going to have to pay 

ments, $20,900,000,000. them. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com- The other recipients we would be 

mitments, $0. Fiscal year 1984: cutting are the 2.6 million disabled 
<A> New budget authority, $26,000,000,000. veterans and their widows and depend-
<B> Outlays, $25,200,000,000. ents who receive compensation. Once 
Fiscal year 1985: again, these are the people who have 
<A> New budget authority, $27,100,000,000. given of their bodies and health in the 
<B> Outlays, $26,900,000,000. defense of our country, and thereby 
On page 27, lines 1 through 7, strike all th h · · d th · b"lit t 

after "tee" and insert in lieu thereof: "suffi- ey ave rmparre err a 1 Y o 
cient to reduce budget authority by support themselves. 
$150,000,000 and outlays by $150,000,000 in I believe a disabled veteran should 
fiscal year 1983; to reduce budget authority have a top priority claim on our limit
by $150,000,000 and outlays by $150,000,000 ed resources, and certainly they 
in fiscal year 1984; and to reduce budget au- should get the same 7.4 percent COLA 
thority by $150,000,000 and outlays by that a social security recipient would 
$150,000,000 in fiscal year 1985.". get or a recipient of SSI would get. 

On page 30, lines 3 through 9, strike all Th 1 h 1 · 
after "tee" and insert in lieu thereof: "suffi- ose are peop e w 0 are ow Income. 
cient to reduce budget authority by They are people who are dependent 
$150,000,000 and outlays by $150,000,000 in but here you are saying, "If you are 
fiscal year 1983; to reduce budget authority low income and you are a veteran, you 
by $150,000,000 and outlays by $150,000,000 are not entitled to that cost-of-living 
in fiscal year 1984; and to reduce budget au- adjustment." 
thority by $150,000,000 and outlays by Our second major concern is the 
$150,000,000 in fiscal year 1985.". level of funding for veterans' medical 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I am facilities, for the hospitals and clinics 
pleased to offer this amendment on which are directly operated by the VA. 
behalf of myself and Senator MITCH- The President's January budget was 
ELL, who has taken the leading role for a barebones request, and by his own 
the Veterans' Affairs Committee, and calculations he asked for $200 million 
for Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. less than the level necessary to contin
BENTSEN, Mrs. HAWKINS, Mr. SASSER, ue current service levels. That means 
Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. that the VA would have to swallow 
RIEGLE, and Mr. RANDOLPH. some staff salary increases. They 

Mr. President, there are three key would have to hold off some planned 
policies that are embodied in this improvements in drugs and equip
amendment. First, we would restore ment, and they would be squeezed on 
funds to allow the full cost-of-living meeting their increased caseload re
adjustment for veterans pensions and quirements. 
compensation payments; second, we I supported the President's January 
would fund the veterans hospitals and request as a prudent way to meet the 

minimal needs of the VA hospitals and 
clinics and still restrain the Federal 
budget. However, this new package, 
which the President has now negotiat
ed with the Budget Committee majori
ty, falls far short of the minimum 
needs for veterans' medical care. 

The budget resolution is at least 
$500 million below the President's Jan
uary request, and $700 million below 
the current service level calculated by 
the administration. Our amendment, 
therefore, restores medical care fund
ing to the level requested by the Presi
dent in January. That adds about $130 
million to the Budget Committee's 
baseline. 

Finally, we do offset the necessary 
cost increase in medical care by assum
ing $150 million of legislative savings 
which the Veterans' Affairs Commit
tee has said it can achieve without se
rious harm. We take them at their 
word and assume $150 million of sav
ings in each of fiscal years 1983, 1984, 
and 1985. 

Since the means to such savings are 
largely unspecified, we modified the 
reconciliation instruction to leave the 
Veterans' Affairs Committee full dis
cretion as to which program to 
change. The Budget Committee's in
struction would have come strictly 
from entitlements. 

We also join the Budget Committee 
in assuming management savings from 
increased asset sales and VA mort
gages. This is something the adminis
tration has announced it will do. It re
quires no legislation, and it does not 
affect the cost of housing to the veter
ans. These savings allow us to reduce 
the deficits substantially by bringing 
the veterans function over $900 mil
lion below the Budget Committee 
baseline. 

Mr. President, the distinguished 
chairman of the Veterans' Affairs 
Committee has put out a letter in 
which he tells us that the modified 
Republican package now would take 
care of COLA's for compensation pay
ment to disabled veterans. I would like 
to say for the record on that point in 
dollar terms they only restore $442 
million or 12 percent out of $3.3 billion 
of cuts in compensation. To me, Mr. 
President, that is just a token ap
proach. More important than the dol
lars, however, are the people who are 
going to be hurt. Only 12 percent-! 
repeat that, 12 percent-of the current 
recipients would get even the 4 per
cent COLA under the chairman's pro
posal. That means over 2 million dis
abled veterans are going to lose their 
COLA entirely. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
letter from Mr. Sherman E. Roodzant, 
the National Commander of the Dis
abled American Veterans, which 
points out that the people cut out 
under this proposal would include vet-
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erans who have lost an arm or a leg as 
a result of their service, veterans who 
have lost an eye, or a part of their 
skull, or numerous other disabling 
conditions. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS, 
Washington, D.C., May 19, 1982. 

Hon. LAWTON CHILES, 
437 Russell Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR CHILES: We have just 
learned of the Senate Leadership Budget 
Compromise relative to the First Concur
rent Resolution on the Budget for Fiscal 
Year 1983. 

In this connection, I wish to inform you 
that the Disabled American Veterans is op
posed to that portion of the proposed com
promise dealing with veterans' programs 
and services. We find it appalling that the 
authors of the so-called Compromise Budget 
would exclude from benefit increases some 
1.9 million of the 2.3 million service-con
nected disabled veterans currently on the 
VA rolls. Similarly, no widows or orphans of 
veterans who died from service-connected 
disabilities would be provided a cost of living 
adjustment in their benefits. 

A closer look will show that under the 
compromise proposal, benefit adjustments 
would not be provided to: 

Some 20,000 of the 24,583 service-connect
ed veterans who have suffered the amputa
tion of an arm or leg; 

Veterans who suffer the anatomical loss 
or loss of vision in one eye; 

Veterans who have suffered head injuries 
resulting in the loss of skull area larger 
than two square inches; and 

Hundreds of thousands of other veterans 
who suffer various disabilities ranging from 
the loss of muscle tissue from gunshot 
wounds to respiratory conditions suffered 
by former prisoners of war. 

Considering these facts, Senator Chiles, I 
know that you and your colleagues would 
not impose even further sacrifices upon 
America's wartime service-connected dis
abled veterans, their dependents and survi
vors. 

On behalf of the 715,000 members of the 
Disabled American Veterans, I strongly urge 
you to pursue the adoption of your amend
ment which would provide for an equitable 
adjustment in the benefits provided to all 
VA beneficiaries. 

Sincerely yours, 
SHERMAN E. ROODZANT, 

National Commander. 
Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I appre

ciate the good intentions of Chairman 
SIMPSON in trying to work out a rea
sonable compromise, and I think he 
worked to add back some of the funds 
cut by the Budget Committee. Unfor
tunately, I do not think this proposal 
meets the basic needs of veterans who 
have given up their health and liveli
hood in the service of their country. 

The chairmen of the Budget Com
mittee and the Veterans' Affairs Com
mittee are saying they have modified 
the resolution to provide the Presi
dent's request for veterans' medical 
care. However, they failed to take into 
account the $130 million loss from the 
Budget Committee's assumption that 
54 percent of the pay freezes will be 

absorbed. The Congressional Budget 
Office has confirmed that they are 
short that $130 million. 

I want to make two points about 
what the so-called "absorption 
means." First, it means that if your 
pay costs are $100 million you only get 
an appropriation of $46 million; you 
therefore lose $54 million that has to 
be made up by laying off staff, or oth
erwise cutting back on services. So the 
failure to provide that $130 million 
means you are cutting medical care. 

The second point-and this is the 
most critical-is that the President's 
budget had already cut VA medical 
services $204 million below the 
amount they needed to continue their 
current level of service. Of that 
amount, $64 million would already be 
required in the absorption of person
nel costs; and another $49 million 
from delaying the activation of new 
facilities; $35 million from delaying 
maintenance and repair projects, 
which means poorer facilities. Another 
$20 million would come from holding 
off the use of improved drugs and 
from increasing the intensity of use of 
existing facilities with increased case
loads. These numbers were provided to 
us by the Congressional Budget Office 
in consultation with the Veterans' Ad
ministration, and they show just how 
tight the President's January budget 
request was. 

I do not see how the VA hospitals 
and clinics can absorb another $130 
million on top of the $204 million that 
the President has already cut. 

Mr. President, the bottom line is 
that the budget resolution before us 
simply does not meet the basic needs 
of American veterans for medical care. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD at 
this point a letter from the American 
Legion expressing their continued sup
port for the amendment that I have 
put before you tonight after they have 
seen the Republican modification. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE AMERICAN LEGION, 
Washington, D. C., May 19, 1982. 

Hon. LAWTON CHILES, 
Senate Committee on Budget, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR CHILEs: This is to reaffirm 
The American Legion's support for your 
amendment to Senate Concurrent Resolu
tion 92. 

As stated in our previous letter to you, we 
find the Senate Budget Committee's recom
mendations for Function 700 spending to be 
deficient in both entitlement and discretion
ary accounts. We believe that your amend
ment would correct these deficiencies and 
would adequately respond to veterans' 
demand for benefits and services in Fiscal 
Year 1983. We know of no other proposal, 
either already introduced or currently in 
the formulation stage, which meets our re
quirements in Function 700. 

We appreciate your leadership in this ini
tiative and we trust that your Senate col-

leagues will recognize the value of your 
amendment by offering their support for it. 

Sincerely, 
E. PHILIP RIGGIN, 

Director, National 
Legislative Commission. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator MEL
CHER be added as a cosponsor of the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I yield 
at this time to the distinguished Sena
tor from Maine, who serves on the 
Veterans' Affairs Committee and has 
taken a leading role in putting forward 
this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Maine. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join Senator CHILES in of
fering this important amendment. The 
purpose of this amendment is to re
store funding to the VA budget to 
insure that the needs of our Nations' 
veterans are met in fiscal year 1983 
and the years beyond. 

In February of this year, President 
Reagan proposed funding veterans' 
programs at $25.6 billion in budget au
thority and $24.4 billion in outlays in 
fiscal year 1983. While the President's 
proposed budget called for increases in 
certain accounts, the budget also 
called for legislative savings and re
ceipts of $328 million. A majority of 
these savings, $165 million, would have 
been achieved through the elimination 
of the dependency allowance pay
ments for those disabled veterans 
rated 30 or 40 percent. 

In addition, the President's propos
als would have eliminated the subsist
ence allowance for service-connected 
disabled veterans enrolled in the voca
tional rehabilitation program. 

The Senate Veterans' Affairs Com
mittee carefully considered the Presi
dent's proposals and endorsed many of 
the President's recommendations. The 
committee could not, however, support 
the President's proposed cuts in bene
fits for service-connected disabled vet
erans. 

Instead of the President's proposed 
cuts of $328 million in fiscal year 1983, 
the Veterans' Affairs Committee 
unanimously voted to recommend leg
islative savings of $150 million in fiscal 
year 1983; $70.7 million of these sav
ings would be achieved largely 
through technical changes in the 
manner in which benefits are paid. 
The remaining $79.3 million would 
come from unspecified savings and/or 
receipts. 

In addition, the committee revised 
the President's overall budget recom
mendations downward to take into ac
count differing economic assumptions 
made by the Congressional Budget 
Office. These changes reflect a de
crease in the cost-of-living adjustment 
for compensation and pension recipi-
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ents from 8.1 to 7.4 percent. As a 
result of these changing assumptions, 
the VA would require $24.7 billion in 
budget authority and $23.8 billion in 
outlays in fiscal year 1983 to achieve 
the policy recommendations detailed 
in the Senate Veterans' Affairs Com
mittee's March 8 report to the Budget 
Committee. Let me emphasize that 
the Veterans' Affairs Corillnittee was 
unanimous in its recommendation to 
the Budget Committee. The amend
ment before us would simply restore 
funding in fiscal year 1983 to that 
level. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of the Veterans' Affairs Committee's 
March 8 letter of transmittal to the 
Budget Committee be printed in the 
RECORD immediately following my re
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. MITCHELL. The first concur

rent budget resolution, as amended by 
the Budget Committee, would still cut 
the VA budget by $700 million in 
budget authority and $600 million in 
outlays in fiscal year 1983. I am 
pleased that the Budget Committee's 
modification restored some money for 
veterans' programs. The fact is, how
ever, that the resolution before us is 
seriously deficient with respect to vet
erans' programs. 

Although the resolution, as amend
ed, provides for a 4-percent cost-of
living adjustment for disability com
pensation recipients rated 70 percent 
or more, there is no money in this 
budget for a cost-of-living adjustment 
for those rated less than 70 percent 
disabled, or for those veterans receiv
ing a VA pension. In addition, the res
olution maintains the 4-percent cap on 
both compensation and pension recipi
ents in fiscal years 1984 and 1985. Fi
nally, while the resolution restores 
some money for veterans' health care, 
it falls $129 million short of achieving 
the level unanimously approved by the 
Senate Veterans' Affairs Committee. 

I believe we must reduce the size of 
the Federal deficit. But we must do so 
in a manner which is fair and just. 
The resolution we have before us, with 
respect to veterans' programs, is nei
ther. It is a shortsighted attempt to 
balance the budget on the backs of 
those who have risked their lives to 
defend this country. 

I am opposed to a number of the 
Budget Committee's specific recom
mendations. First, I am opposed to 
providing veterans who are rated 70 
percent or more with a 4-percent 
COLA while eliminating the COLA en
tirely for those veterans rated less 
than 70 percent. 

In 1980, then-candidate Ronald 
Reagan, speaking at the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars 81st National Conven
tion, stated: 

To me it is a breach of faith that compen
sation for those with service-connected dis
abilities has not kept abreast of inflation. 

The President was right then; he is 
wrong now. 

The President's own budget, submit
ted in February of this year called for 
an 8.1-percent COLA for compensation 
and pension recipients. Now, just 3 
months later, we are working on a 
budget calling for a cost-of-living 
ajustment of only half this amount for 
certain compensation recipients and 
totally eliminated for VA pensioners. I 
cannot, and will not, support such a 
change. 

Under current law, a veteran with a 
service-connected disability is eligible 
for monthly benefits, ranging from 
$58 for a veteran with a 10-percent dis
ability to $1,130 for a veteran who is 
totally disabled. 

In fiscal year 1983, it is estimated 
that more than 2.2 million veterans 
nationwide will receive some amount 
of disability compensation. In my 
State of Maine more than 13,000 veter
ans have service-connected disabilities; 
almost 2,000 veterans are 70 to 100 
percent disabled. 

I believe the reduction of the cost-of
living adjustment for those rated 70 
percent or more and the elimination of 
the COLA for those rated less than 70 
percent will place an unfair, and un
necessary, burden on those who are 
least able to afford it. 

Second, l am opposed to the elimina
tion of the fiscal year 1983 COLA, 
scheduled to take effect on July 1 of 
this year, for those veterans receiving 
a VA pension. The VA currently pro
vides needy-and I emphasize 
"needy" -wartime veterans who are 
totally and permanently disabled from 
non-service-connected causes, or who 
are age 65 or over, with a pension. 
These pensions provide the neediest of 
our Nation's veterans with a minimal 
source of income to live out their older 
years with pride and dignity. 

It is estimated . that in fiscal year 
1983, approximately 1.8 million needy 
veterans or their survivors will receive 
a VA pension. Under current law VA 
pensions are indexed to social security: 
that is, whenever social security recipi
ents receive a cost-of-living adjust
ment, so do VA pensioners. In addi
tion, VA pensions are reduced, dollar 
for dollar, for each dollar of income 
over a certain base amount. In the 
case of a single veteran with no de
pendents this base amount, known as 
an income standard, is $4,960 a year. 

Because of this dollar-for-dollar 
offset, if social security recipients re
ceive their cost-of-living adjustment in 
fiscal year 1983 and VA pensioners 
lose theirs, a significant number of 
veterans will actually lose their entire 
VA pension. Thus, these veterans will 
be doubly penalized: not only will they 
lose their COLA in fiscal year 1983 but 

they will lose their entire pension as 
well. 

If the Budget Committee's recom
mendation is adopted, according to the 
VA, an estimated 18,000 pensioners 
would lose their VA pensions; an addi
tional 267,000 would have their 
monthly checks reduced by the 
amount of their social security in
crease. 

So what we have here is a proposal 
which clearly discriminates against 
our Nation's needy and disabled veter
ans. We are not talking about elimi
nating waste and abuse in government 
spending. We are not talking about re
moving fat from a government pro
gram. We are talking about taking 
money out of the pockets of disabled 
and indigent veterans. If we in this 
Chamber have any compassion, any 
sense of commitment for the well
being of our Nation's veterans, we will 
vote to fully restore the cost-of-living 
adjustment for compensation and pen
sion recipients. 

Third, I am opposed to the elimina
tion in the budget resolution of $136 
million in funding for new construc
tion projects. According to the VA, a 
cut of this magnitude would require 
the agency to defer four or five major 
project requests, making it that much 
more difficult to meet the needs of 
veterans in the years ahead. 

Fourth, I am deeply disturbed that 
the resolution before us, as amended, 
does not provide sufficient funds to 
adequately meet the health -care needs 
of our Nation's veterans. While the 
budget resolution does restore $287 
million for health care; $15.5 million 
for medical research; and $28.5 million 
for general operating expenses, the 
resolution falls nearly $150 million 
short of the amount necessary to re
store discretionary funding up to the 
level approved by the Veterans' Af
fairs Committee. 

The reason for this shortfall is that 
the Budget Committee has assumed 
that the VA will absorb $148 million in 
fiscal year 1983. This figure is equal to 
54 percent of the pay increase granted 
VA employees in fiscal year 1982, but 
for which Congress never appropri
ated the necessary funds. The Budget 
Committee is now asking the VA to 
absorb this pay increase in its fiscal 
year 1983 budget. The President's own 
budget does not even assume such a 
carryover. 

While this $148 million is spread 
throughout the V A's budget, the 
greatest impact will be felt in the med
ical care account. According to the ad
ministration's own figures provided by 
the VA, if this budget resolution is 
adopted, the medical care account will 
be underfunded by $129 million in 
fiscal year 1983. A cut of this magni
tude will have a devastating effect on 
the ability of the VA to provide our 
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Nation's veterans with adequate 
health care. 

While it is not certain how a cut of 
$129 million would be absorbed by the 
VA, it is clear such a cut would neces
sitate a reduction of several thousand, 
perhaps as many as 4,000, health-care 
personnel. There is a good possiblity 
that a cut of this magnitude could lead 
to the closing of several VA hospitals 
nationwide. However the cut is ab
sorbed, it is clear this would severely 
impair the V A's ability to provide vet
erans with necessary health-care in 
fiscal year 1983 and the years beyond. 

I believe it is imperative for this 
country to maintain an independent 
VA health-care system for a number 
of reasons. First, such a system is ab
solutely necessary to meet the health
care needs of our Nation's veterans 
who were disabled while defending 
their country. 

Second, nearly 12 million WW II vet
erans will be age 65 or older within a 
few years and will become eligible, 
under current law, for VA health care. 
It is important that we meet the needs 
of these veterans as well. 

And third, I believe it essential for 
us to maintain the VA health-care 
system as a backup to the health-care 
facilities available to the Department 
of Defense in the event we are ever at
tacked by enemy forces. 

Providing those who have served 
their country with adequate health
care is the primary function of the 
VA. In its March 8 letter to the 
Budget Committee, the Veterans' Af
fairs Committee reaffirmed this com
mitment, stating that: 

Providing for the well-being of medical 
care for service-connected veterans is the 
very highest priority mission of the Veter
ans' Administration. 

In 1980, President Reagan said: 
To me it is unconscionable that veterans 

in need are denied hospital and medical care 
because of inadequate funding which has 
closed hospital beds and cut health-care per
sonnel within the VA. 

I agree. 
I urge those in this body who share 

this view to support this amendment. 
In conclusion, I would like to reaf

firm my commitment to meeting the 
needs of our Nation's veterans. If the 
United States does not honor its obli
gations to those who have served the 
Nation in the past, I firmly believe we 
will not be able to summon those nec
essary to serve the country in times of 
crisis in the future. 

We need a strong defense. But every 
military organization-indeed every so
ciety in history-is powered by human 
will, human courage, and human re
solve. If that will is lost, if that cour
age fails, if that resolve declines, then 
nothing on Earth can save us. 

This is the standard against which 
our actions in this Chamber should 
and must be measured. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a letter from the American 

Legion expressing support for my 
amendment be inserted in the RECORD 
at this time. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE AMERICAN LEGION, 
Washington, D.C., May 18, 1982. 

Hon. GEORGE MITCHELL, 
U.S. Senate, 
Russell Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR MITCHELL: The American 
Legion takes this opportunity to express its 
full support of your amendment to Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 92 which would re
store absolutely necessary funding to the 
function 700 Veterans' Administration 
budget. We understand that your amend
ment seeks to establish spending ceilings 
which are essentially the same as those rec
ommended by the Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs in March of this year, as the mini
mum necessary to maintain programs oper
ated by the VA. 

Under current provisions of Senate Con
current Resolution 92, it must be empha
sized that the funding shortfall created by 
denying cost-of-living adjustments in fiscal 
year 1983 for VA disability and pension enti
tlements is discriminatory while freezing 
funding levels for such discretionary VA ac
counts as medical care and VA regional 
office operations will have a disastrous 
effect on health care delivery and the abili
ty of the VA to administer readjustment 
programs. 

Recognizing that it has been said in some 
quarters that the VA budget is bloated, it 
must be properly understood that the VA 
budget over the last several years has been 
decremental-each year consuming a lesser 
percentage of the total federal budget. 
Those who would target veterans for dispro
portionately larger cuts than other groups 
ignore the fact that it has been the huge 
growth in a variety of other social programs 
that has caused the overall federal budget 
to mushroom seemingly out of control. Yet 
another fact that too often goes unnoticed 
is that many benefits available to veterans 
are readjustment benefits which by defini
tion are subject to sunset by a specified 
date. 

A close examination of discretionary 
spending accounts within the VA budget 
over the last several fiscal years reveals that 
they have already been cut to the bare 
bones. This is not only troubling, but in the 
VA Function 703 medical care account-it is 
dangerous. The VA hospital system has ex
perienced the recent closure of more than 
1,000 beds and while some would attribute 
this to a shortage of veterans desirous of VA 
medical care, the real reason is that these 
beds have had to be closed because it is 
unsafe to kef'p them open without sufficient 
nursing personnel. 

By now it is clear that the VA hospital 
system is about to be deluged by requests 
for care from the aging World War II veter
an population. Instead of cutting Federal 
expenditures for VA construction and medi
cal care, it is critically important that the 
VA hospital system be prepared. If under 
the administration's "New Federalism" pro
posal the Federal Government will retain 
fiscal responsibility for Medicare-health 
care for the aged-then it must be under
stood that VA health care is cheaper than 
private sector health care and should be 
fully funded as both necessary and cost effi
cient. The integrity of the system is even 

more significant when one considers legisla
tion enacted within the past several days 
<Public Law 97-174) which establishes the 
VA hospital network as the principle back
up to DoD in case of national emergency 
and provides resource sharing arrangements 
between VA and DoD medical facilities. 

For all of the above reasons, The Ameri
can Legion pledges its full support of your 
efforts to restore funds to provide COLA's 
for VA compensation and pension as well as 
for discretionary VA spending accounts. 
Your attention to the needs of veterans, as 
always, is appreciated. 

Sincerely, 
E. PHILIP RIGGIN, 

Director, National 
Legislative Commission. 

EXHIBIT 1 
LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS, 

Washington, D.C., March 8, 1982. 
Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI, 
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to section 
301(c) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974, and the action of the Committee by a 
unanimous vote by poll following a March 3, 
1982 meeting, the Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs is submitting the enclosed report to 
the Committee on the Budget. This report 
consists of views and estimates with regard 
to all programs included in Function 700 
<Veterans' Benefits and Services) and four 
programs included in Function 500 <Educa
tion, Training, Employment and Social 
Services) of the Fiscal Year 1983 Federal 
Budget. In submitting this report, we wish 
to make certain observations and emphasize 
some specific items. 

Having carefully reviewed the Administra
tion's Fiscal Year 1983 Budget Request for 
Function 700-$25.63 billion in budget au
thority and $24.37 billion in outlays-which 
was submitted on February 8, 1982, the 
Committee recommends decreases of $422.6 
million in budget authority and $508.9 mil
lion in outlays and certain realignments in 
the amounts budgeted for certain accounts. 
These decreases result from the Commit
tee's use of Congressional Budget Office es
timates for the entitlement accounts <mis
sions 1 and 2)-$600.9 million less in budget 
authority and $687.2 million less in outlays 
and from the Committee's recommendation 
of $178.5 million less in budget authority 
and $178.2 million less in total outlays in 
legislative savings and receipts than the 
President has proposed. 

It should be noted that the Committee re
jects the Administration's proposal to save 
$165.4 million in fiscal year 1983 <out of 
total proposed legislative savings and re
ceipts of $328.3 million)l by the action of re
ducing benefits to those veterans suffering 
from service-connected disabilities. The Ad
ministration's proposal would eliminate de
pendency allowances for those veterans re
ceiving service-connected disability compen
sation at the 30 and 40 percent rate. In addi
tion, it would eliminate increased subsist
ence allowances for dependency for service
connected disabled veterans participating in 
the Veterans' Administration's vocational 
rehabilitation program. Savings from these 

1 It is noted that the V A's legislative proposals for 
cost-savings as submitted to the Congress fall $16.9 
million short of the amount attributed to these pro
posals in the President's budget. 
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two items would amount to $135.3 million 
and $19.7 million respectively. The Commit
tee feels that providing for the well-being of 
and medical care for service-connected vet
erans is the very highest priority mission of 
the Veterans' Administration. Thus, the 
Committee has approved an alternative and 
more appropriate approach to achieving 
savings and receipts in Function 700. 

The Committee would recommend, in lieu 
of the $328.3 million in legislative savings 
and receipts included in the President's 
budget for fiscal year 1983, a total of $150 
million consisting of $70.7 million in speci
fied cost savings measures and $79.3 million 
in presently unspecified savings and/or re
ceipts. 

The specified savings would include the 
following Administration proposals: First, 
delay the start of compensation and pension 
payments until the beginning of the first 
full month of entitlement, rather than 
starting on the first day of entitlement as 
under current law, for a fiscal year 1983 sav
ings of $28.8 million; second, terminate com
pensation and pension dependency benefits 
at the end of the month in which dependen
cy ceases, rather than at the end of the year 
as under current law, for a fiscal year 1983 
savings of $3.2 million; and third, require 
that all pension benefit checks be "rounded 
down" to the next lower dollar rather than 
be issued in unrounded amounts as under 
current law, for a fiscal year 1983 savings of 
$10.8 million. 

Other proposed specified savings, not pro
posed by the Administration, would result 
from enactment of the Administration-re
quested 8.1-percent compensation cost-of
living increase coupled with two modifica
tions: "Rounding down" of all monthly ben
efits to the next lower dollar, rather than 
rounding up amount of 50 cents or more as 
under prior Congressional practice, and re
aligning dependents' allowances. The cost 
savings associated with these two proposal 
would be $27.9 million in fiscal year 1983. 

The unspecified savings component of this 
proposal, $79.3 million, would be achieved 
through a combination of measures derived 
from some or all of the items in the follow
ing recommended list or others that may be 
proposed: < 1) Eliminating the compensation 
"Q" award now paid by virtue of a 1968 
"grandfathering provision" <section 4(b) of 
Public Law 90-493) to veterans with arrest
ed, asymptomatic tuberculosis and no sched
ular service-connected disability rating for 
that condition; (2) placing a "user fee" on 
the VA home loan guaranty program, along 
the lines of the Administration proposal, 
but with the receipts to be deposited in the 
loan guaranty revolving fund and consider
ation of an exemption from the fee require
ment for all service-connected disabled vet
erans or for all service-connected veterans 
and wartime veterans; {3) phasing out, as 
the Administration has proposed, pension 
benefits paid on behalf of dependent stu
dent-children of non-service-connected vet
erans enrolled in postsecondary education 
programs; <4> limiting the fiscal year 1983 
cost-of-living increases in compensation de
pendent's allowances; (5) restricting the 
availability of over-the-counter medications 
and medical supplies in connection with 
non-service-connected outpatient care along 
the lines recommended by this Committee 
in May 1979 in S. 1039, and passed by the 
Senate in June 1979 in H.R. 3892; (6) re
stricting beneficiary travel benefits for non
service-connected veterans who are able to 
defray the cost of travel, as initially recom
mended by the Administration to be done 

administratively; and {7) eliminating the 
outpatient dental care eligibility that was 
provided by a 1979 amendment <section 
102(b) of Public Law 96-22) to section 612 of 
title 38 to veterans whose 100-percent dis
ability ratings are due to individual unem
ployability determinations. 

With respect to the Committee's recom
mendation-based on the Administration's 
proposal-of an 8.1 percent cost-of-living in
crease in service-connected compensation on 
benefits effective October 1, 1982, the Com
mittee notes that the basis for this recom
mendation is the Committee's strongly held 
conviction that the fiscal year 1983 compen
sation percentage increase should be no less 
than the indexed percentage increase that 
will "automatically" be granted, effective 
June 1, 1982, to Social Security beneficiaries 
and VA non-service-connected pension re
cipients. Both the Administration and the 
Congressional Budget Office estimate that 
that increase will be 8.1 percent. Should the 
Social Security increase be at a different 
rate, the Committee's recommendation for 
funding of the compensation increase will 
need to be revised as appropriate. 

With regard to the four Function 500 ac
counts, the Committee is in agreement, with 
the President's fiscal year 1983 request. The 
veterans' employment programs funded 
under those accounts are designed specifi
cally to assist veterans to find suitable em
ployment in order that they may become 
productive participants in the society they 
fought to maintain. 

In response to the request, stated in the 
February 8, 1982, letter from you and the 
ranking minority member of the Budget 
Committee, for information pertaining to 
programs under the jurisdiction of this 
Committee for the four succeeding fiscal 
years, this Committee has directed its ma
jority and minority staff to develop and pre
pare an analysis of the future costs of veter
ans' programs during those years based on 
the Committee's recommendations for fiscal 
year 1983. That staff document is to be at
tached to the Committee's report. 

The Committee wishes to emphasize that 
it has arrived at its recommendations after a 
thoroughgoing review of veterans' programs 
and extensive efforts to identify areas in 
which savings and economies could be 
achieved consistent with the Committee's 
commitment to the Nation's continuing to 
fulfill its obligations to its veterans and 
their survivors, and particularly to service
connected disabled veterans and veterans of 
wartime service. 

These views and estimates reflect the 
Committee's best judgment as of this date. 
If we or the Committee staff may be of fur
ther assistance in your consideration of this 
report, please feel free to call upon us. 

Sincerely, 
ALAN K. SIMPSON, 

Chairman. 
ALAN CRANSTON, 
Ranking Minority Member. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I thank my friend, 
the distinguished Senator from Flori
da. 

Mr. SASSER. Will the Senator from 
Florida yield? 

Mr. CHILES. I yield. 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I rise to 

support the amendment of the distin
guished Senator from Florida <Mr. 
CHILES). The amendment restores sig
nificant levels of funding for veterans 
services in the first concurrent budget 
resolution. 

Mr. President, this amendment pro
vides basic equity to our veterans pro
grams in two ways. First, it reinstates 
cost-of-living adjustments for veterans 
payments in 1983 and it removes the 4-
percent limitation on such payments 
for 1984 and 1985. It preserves the real 
value of veterans payments for 1983-
85. It also restores $300 million for vet
erans medical care in 1983. 

Mr. President, I would note that the 
Reagar.. administration proposed an 
8.1-percent cost-of-living adjustment 
in veterans compensation in their 
original 1983 budget. Now they have 
gone back on this promise and are 
seeking some several billion in veter
ans spending reductions. 

So instead of an originally proposed 
8.1-percent increase in veterans bene
fits for 1983, the administration would 
cut back these benefits sharply and 
only provide for a 4-percent increase 
in 1984 and 1985. This action is recom
mended even though the Senate 
Budget Committee's own economic 
projections forecast an inflation rate 
that does not go below 6.5 percent 
before 1985. 

I also support the Chiles amendment 
because it restores substantial funding 
for VA medical care. 

Mr. President, it is imperative that 
we have a high-quality VA medical 
care system in the years ahead. 

Already, Mr. President, the VA has 
delayed the implementation of the 5-
year hospital construction plan which 
was mandated by Congress in 1979. 
The Veterans' Administration is now 
revalidating this plan. And in the proc
ess the VA has delayed the rehabilita
tion and renovation of many VA medi
cal care facilities throughout the 
country. 

In Tennessee, according to the origi
nal VA medical care facility plan, the 
Mountain Home VA medical facility 
was in line for major construction 
work to begin as soon as 1984. This fa
cility serves some 193,000 veterans in 
Tennessee and neighboring States. 
But the delay in meeting the 5-year 
construction plan may increase the 
cost of Mountain Home renovation by 
some $18 to $25 million a year in the 
years ahead. 

The first concurrent budget resolu
tion as reported by the Senate Budget 
Committee and modified by the Re
publican substitute assumes a consid
erable reduction in VA medical care 
funding-a reduction which is bound 
to lower the quality of VA medical 
care and which could further delay 
the rehabilitation and renovation of 
VA facilities throughout the country. 

Mr. President, the VA medical care 
system is going to be severely tested in 
the years ahead. More than seven mil
lion veterans nationwide are going to 
be eligible for VA medical care in the 
not too distant future. 



10960 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 20, 1982 
When they become eligible for medi

cal care, the VA medical care system 
must be equipped to handle them. 

But the modified first concurrent 
budget resolution ignores this fact. 
And when combined with the adminis
tration's 1983 budget reductions that 
cut unemployabilty benefits for veter
ans, student benefits for the children 
of our veterans, and medical care 
travel allowances, we have a 1983 
budget which simply ignores the need 
or our veterans. 

The Chiles amendment goes a long 
way to restoring needed veterans serv
ices and benefits, and I strongly urge 
its adoption. 

Mr. President, I thank the distin
guished Senator from Florida for 
yielding. 

Mr. CHILES. I thank the distin
guished Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

yield myself 10 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, reg

ularly, when we have spoken about 
veterans and their programs here on 
the floor of the Senate, I think some 
of us fail to remember what was so 
eloquently stated last year by the dis
tinguished Senator from Kansas <Mr. 
DoLE). The millions of veterans of the 
United States are not homogeneous in 
their thinking about how much should 
be spent on the veterans' function. 

They run small restaurants where 
the interest rates are so high they 
cannot buy a new stove. They are 
automobile dealers; they are working 
men and women who would like to add 
a room to their house but they cannot 
with 17 percent interest. They are 
mothers and fathers who would like to 
plan again about their children going 
to college. In some instances, they are 
grandparents who are concerned that 
with all these high interest rates and 
the inflation that we are finally bring
ing under control, their children and 
their grandchildren are not going to 
be able to buy homes. 

We have a lot of problems that vet
erans are concerned with and that the 
Senate is dealing with tonight in 
coming up with a budget. We are 
trying to reduce an enormous deficit 
to a livable deficit-not one we can be 
proud of-and leave in place as much 
of a tax reduction as humanly possi
ble. In the process, we hope to do as 
much justice as we can to those that 
we in government are responsible to
prioritize as best we can, I guess, is the 
way to say it. 

Mr. President, the distinguished 
Senator from Wyoming, who chairs 
the Veterans' Committee, will go into 
a little more detail about service-con
nected disabled veterans and those re
ceiving pensions. I am sure he is going 

to assure the Senate that the action 
we took in modifying the Senate 
Budget Committee's resolution has re
stored funding to provide cost-of-living 
adjustments for those severely dis
abled veterans and pension recipients 
as well. 

The truth of the matter is that 
there are some things that the gentle
man who runs the Veterans' Adminis
tration has on his wish list that we do 
not have here. Let me try to put into 
perspective what we have done, what 
has happened to the veterans function 
over the last 3 or 4 years, and then 
yield to my good friend, the chairman 
of the committee. 

First, we added back, as part of the 
modification that we sent to the desk 
yesterday through our distinguished 
majority leader, for the year 1983, 
$600 million in budget authority and 
$500 million in outlays; for 1984, $800 
million in budget authority and $600 
fUillion in outlays; for 1985, $1.1 billion 
m budget authority and $1 billion in 
outlays. 

This brings us now to the modified 
budget resolution numbers. In fiscal 
year 1983, it is $24 billion in budget 
authority and $23.2 billion in outlays; 
in fiscal year 1984, it is $25 billion in 
budget authority and $24.2 billion in 
outlays; in fiscal year 1985, it is $25.5 
billion and $25.4 billion in budget au
thority and outlays, respectively. 

Mr. President, my arithmetic tells 
me that if we went with the entire 
Chiles amendment, we would be very 
close to current policy. That is not 
saying anything to nonbudget people, 
but let me say what it means from the 
standpoint of the rest of the Govern
ment. 

There are few, if any, entitlement or 
direct spending programs in this Fed
eral budget that we have pending 
before us that are as high as current 
policy. Not only would we not be 
asking this function of Government to 
take its share of budget restraint; we 
would be saying it deserves the best 
treatment. To put it another way, that 
none of the other functions of Govern
ment deserves the same kind of treat
ment that the veterans function gets. I 
do not think veterans believe that. I 
think there are programs in this Gov
ernment that they believe are equal in 
necessity to theirs. 

Mr. President, we have been pretty 
good to the veterans of this country. 
With the Budget Committee modifica
tions that I described, we restored 
funding for VA medical care to the 
President's level; medical and pros
thetic research to slightly above the 
President's request; and general oper
ating expenses to the President's level. 
There was some contention that the 
President had requested higher fund
ing than this recommendation, but I 
believe that with the add-ons that t.he 
distinguished Senator from Wyoming 
requested, they are now irrelevant. 

The modified first budget resolution 
restores funding for major discretion
ary programs such as the ones I have 
just described. I believe it is now fair 
to say that no one who is entitled to 
care will be denied. 

The budget resolution as modified 
assumes a 4-percent cost-of-living in
crease for recipients of compensation 
benefits when they are rated 70 to 100 
percent, or totally disabled. Thus, 
those veterans who are most severely 
disabled will get a 4-percent increase. 
Many others receiving that kind of 
benefit from the Government will get 
none. 

The correction to the Veterans' Af
fairs Committee reconciliation instruc
tion will allow the committee greater 
flexibility to provide a cost-of-living in
crease for veterans' pension recipients 
and achieve savings by enacting initia
tives proposed by the President or 
other program reforms. 

The budget resolution as modified 
accommodates additional funding for 
major veterans programs, yet holds 
the line on budget restraint. By re
straining Federal spending across the 
board, the Senate is taking steps to 
slow escalating deficits. Veterans un
derstand that. As I indicated in my 
opening remarks, veterans want jobs, 
relief from high interest rates, perma
nent relief from inflation, and re
stored economic growth. Veterans 
have proudly served and sacrificed for 
their country in times of war and 
peace. I am confident that they will 
join their fellow citizens in sharing the 
burden of budget restraint to bring 
long-term economic recovery. 

With that, I am pleased to yield to 
my good friend from Wyoming, the 
chairman of the Veterans' Affairs 
Committee (Mr. SIMPSON). 

Mr. SIMPSON. I thank the distin
guished Senator very much. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Did 
the Senator from New Mexico yield as 
much time as the Senator from Wyo
ming desires? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
yield as much time as the Senator 
from Wyoming desires. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from New Mexico 
for his support, his diligence, and his 
experience. It is an effort of fiscal and 
mental stamina for him. I commend 
him. 

Mr. President, woe be it in these 
times to be chairman of the Senate 
Veterans' Affairs Committee, especial
ly in an election year, I might add. I 
think I hear again the sound of muf
fled drums and see the flash of bayo
nets as Simpson marches across the 
parade ground to be the central figure 
in the panoply where the executive di
rectors of the various veterans' organi
zations gather together to strip the 
epaulets and the chevrons from the 
uniform of the day of the wretched ca-



May 20, 1982 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 10961 
daverlike figure of the chairman of 
the Veterans' Affairs Committee. 
Mother never told me. 

My fine friend and colleague from 
Florida is a very perceptive and able 
advocate for veterans and of benefits 
for veterans. 

I recall that we shared a common 
podium about a year ago before a vet
erans' group. In the course of the 
afternoon he won the gold cup, and I 
received the lead dirigible award, or 
something very similar to it. I recall it 
distinctly. I know my friend from Flor
ida recalls that. 

With this amendment, it again dis
closes that the intentions of the Sena
tor from Florida are, indeed, genuine, 
and I believe that. In fact, his amend
ment tracks the original recommenda
tions made by the Senate Veterans' 
Affairs Committee and originally sup
ported by me. 

Since the time of the original en
dorsement of this initiative, and faced 
with the devastating requirement that 
we begin to attack the deficits that 
haunt our economy, I have obviously 
altered my position to a more modest 
conclusion in my current recommenda
tion for the fiscal year 1983 budget for 
the Veterans' Administration. 

Those recommendations are all in
cluded within the modified budget res
olution, which I strongly support, and 
that in no way indicates any lessening 
of my support for needed programs for 
our Nation's deserving veterans. 

In making these terribly tough deci
sions to modify the proposals recom
mended by the Senate Veterans' Af
fairs Committee, it was necessary to 
weigh most carefully those proposals 
against revised budget recommenda
tions made by the Budget Committee 
and now endorsed by the President. 

I sincerely feel that the amendment 
of Senator CHILES would add back, 
indeed, more money than would ever 
be expected, because, as the chairman 
of the Budget Committee says, it puts 
us back to current levels. That would 
mean this would be the only agency of 
the U.S. Government that would be so 
treated in light of these present eco
nomic conditions, of which we are all 
so well aware and which I certainly 
became more aware of during the 
debate this afternoon. I was quite in
trigued by that. 

I oppose the amendment to increase 
these totals for function 700 and ex
press my support for that portion of 
the budget resolution, as modified, 
that sets a lesser functional total for 
veterans' benefits and service. 

Of the original $1.3 billion that the 
original form of Concurrent Resolu
tion 92 would have reduced from the 
function 700 totals recommended in 
March by the Senate Veterans' Affairs 
Committee, I am pleased to state that 
the modifications now incorporated 
into the budget resolution would re
store over $600 million in fiscal year 

1983 budget authority. Here is what 
we did: 

We exempted from the freeze on 
nondefense discretionary spending the 
VA medical care account, the medical 
and prosthetic and research account, 
and the general operating expenses ac
count, and in addition provided a cost
of-living increase for recipients of VA 
disability compensation rated at 70 
percent disabled or over. 

There was a reason for that. We felt 
that we should look at what we did 
last year with compensation cost-of
living increases. 

Let me call attention to what this 
body and the Senate committee did 
last year for cost-of-living increases for 
compensation rates. 

Last year, effective October 1, 1981, 
for the 10- to 30-percent disabled there 
was an increase of 8 percent; for the 
40- to 60-percent disabled, a 12.6-per
cent increase; for the 70- to 90-percent 
disabled, a 20-percent increase; for the 
100-percent disabled, an 11.2-percent 
increase. 

The average last year of cost-of
living increases for compensation rates 
was 11.2 percent. That 11.2 percent 
came through also for surviving 
spouses and children of service-con
nected deceased veterans. 

So when you hear a story or read a 
letter about some pretty dramatic 
things, I think, as we say in Wyoming, 
we have a word for that. 

In addition, we provide a COLA for 
pensioners who will receive regular 
checks on July 1, 1982. There is no 
question about that. 

The modified budget resolution fig
ures for function 700 represent a very 
sincere and painstaking effort to bal
ance these important competing inter
ests that are at stake here. 

It would restore funds to the most 
vital VA accounts, those accounts that 
can least afford to bear the very sub
stantial program reductions that 
would result from a freeze on discre
tionary spending and an elimination of 
the COLA. 

HISTORICAL GROWTH OF VA PROGRAMS 

I just want to share with you, Mr. 
President and Members, the fact that 
the Veterans' Administration has two 
principal functions: the provision of 
health care, and the payment of bene
fits to our Nation's eligible veterans. 

Because of policies developed gradu
ally over many years, the nature of 
both functions has changed, contribut
ing to a rapidly growing budget for the 
VA. World War II transformed that 
VA and created the Department of 
Medicine and Surgery. Virtually every 
facet of the health care system was 
then changed. 

The original mission of the health 
care system was to treat those veter
ans who were wounded during service 
in World War II. Since that time, Con
gress has continued to continually add 
new categories of veterans eligible for 

certain VA health care services. The 
present health care services system, 
the largest one in the Nation, provides 
outpatient care, nursing home care, 
and domiciliary care at 172 medical 
centers, 226 outpatient clinics, 92 nurs
ing homes, and 16 domiciliaries. 

Seventy percent-and hear this; it is 
a startling statistic-70 percent of the 
veterans who generally utilize the 
health care services of the Veterans' 
Administration are non-service con
nected. 

I do not think the American people 
realize that. They are thinking of the 
combat veteran, the one we turned our 
principal attention to over the years, 
and I always receive a rather incredu
lous look when I share that fact, that 
70 percent of the veterans in the 
health care system are non-service 
connected disabled. 

There are some other startling sta
tistics that I will share with Senators 
as we get into eligibility issues and 
hearings in the Veterans' Committee 
in time to come. 

The V A's function in the payment of 
benefits initially was to provide com
pensation for service connected veter
ans. Gradually it assumed responsibil
ity for income support, for indigent 
veterans who are not service-connect
ed. 

In 1978, Public Law 95-588 indexed 
the pension payments to the cost-of
living adjustments granted by social 
security. It tied them together. As a 
result, the percentage of budget being 
used to pay pensions is growing larger 
every year. 

Some are of the belief that as the 
population of World War II veterans 
reaches the average age of 65 in a 
couple of years, the percentage of the 
budget that will go out to pensioners 
will begin to overtake the percentage 
of the budget for compensating serv
ice-connected veterans. 

Think about another one while you 
are at it. In 2 years there will be 12 
million veterans of World War II who 
·will be eligible for health care within 
the veterans' health care system under 
various preference bases, regardless of 
their net worth or their income. 

Those are some of the little tidbits 
we play with in the Senate Veterans' 
Affairs Committee, a very interesting 
arena. 

I am going to put into the RECORD a 
table of yearly budget outlays for the 
VA over 10 years, from 1973 to 1982, 
showing that the agency's budget has 
more than doubled during that period. 
It has done so primarily because the 
VA has greatly broadened its primary 
mission, which was to care for the 
service-connected injured, larger and 
newer missions constantly added with 
regard to the V A's various activities, 
including pension payments for needy 
veterans. 
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I ask unanimous consent to insert 

that table in the RECORD. 
There being no objection, the table 

was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

TOTAL VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION BUDGET 
OUTLAYS 

1973 ....................................... . 
1974 ....................................... . 
1975 .................. ..................... . 
1976 ....................................... . 
1977 ....................................... . 
1978 ...................................... .. 
1979 ...................................... .. 
1980 ....................................... . 
1981 ...................................... .. 
1982 ...................................... .. 

$11,968,152 
13,336,873 
16,575,008 
18,414,835 
18,019,353 
18,962,152 
19,887,172 
21,134,537 
22,904,003 
24,134,135 

MEDICAL CARE AND RESEARCH 

During all of the discussions and ne
gotiations on the budget, one of my 
major concerns has remained that of 
insuring the full funding of the "Medi
cal Care Account." The bulk of the in
crease proposed in President Reagan's 
budget for fiscal year 1983 was in the 
medical care account. This was meant 
primarily to fund uncontrollable pay 
costs and workload increas.es. I believe 
that this proposal was quite generally 
fair considering current budgetary re
strictions. 

However, even with the President's 
proposed increases, the V A's research 
programs were lacking funds needed 
to maintain the highest quality re
search programs. Last year in the ap
propriations process, Congress made 
substantial reductions-reductions of 
almost 15 percent-in the medical and 
prosthetic research account. I believe 
that these research activities are cost
efficient and a vital adjunct to the 
provision of medical care by the VA, 
and that the work that is performed 
within this account, especially in the 
area of rehabilitative research, is 
unique and could not practicably be 
accomplished as well outside of the VA 
medical care system. In last year's ap
propriations process, this account was 
reduced $22 million below the level 
originally recommended in the confer
ence report on the HUD and Inde
pendent Agencies Appropriations Act 
for fiscal year 1982. As a result of this 
reduction, the President's fiscal year 
1983 budget proposal would not have 
adequately compensated for the reduc
tion for fiscal year 1982. The elimina
tion of 198 FTEE positions would have 
been difficult to accept. 

Therefore, I have requested that the 
$10 million added back by the Veter
ans' Affairs Committee in its March 8 
recommendations to the Budget Com
mittee be included in the Budget Com
mittee's modified resolution which is 
before us today. 

The entire $287 million for medical 
care for fiscal year 1983, recommended 
in March-I want Senators to listen to 
this carefully-by the Veterans' Af
fairs Committee, is also contained in 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 92, as 
modified by Senator DoMENICI. I am 
satisfied that although certain painful 

compromises must be made to accom
modate the recommendations made by 
the Budget Committee and now en
dorsed by President Reagan, it is im
perative to retain the original recom
mendations in medical care in order to 
insure fully staffed, quality health 
care to all of the Nation's eligible vet
erans. 

PAYRAISE ABSORPTION ISSUE 

Mr. President, the amendment of 
the Senator from Florida is based in 
part upon the assumption that the 
fiscal year 1983 figures provided by 
both the Budget Committee and the 
Veterans' Administration do not ade
quately reflect the necessary absorp
tion in fiscal year 1983 of the fiscal 
year 1982 civilian payraise, and that 
this will result in a $148 million short
fall primarily in the V A's most person
nel-intensive accounts: medical care 
and general operating expenses. 

There may indeed be some legiti
mate concern, Mr. President, as to 
whether the figures presently con
tained in the Budget Resolution are 
sufficient to fund the fiscal year 1982 
payraise-taking into account the need 
for absorption of about 54 percent of 
that raise by the V A-without risking 
some reductions in overall employ
ment totals. But whether or not the 
Budget Committee's figures are actu
ally insufficient to meet this problem, 
let me assure my colleagues that this 
policy that has been applied by the 
Budget Committee in computing the 
effect of the payraise for the V A-has 
been uniformly applied with respect to 
payraise throughout all other budget
ary functions specified in this budget 
resolution. 

While I believe so very strongly that 
the beneficiaries of VA benefits and 
services stand very specially and suffi
ciently apart from any other class of 
Federal beneficiaries so as to warrant 
the preferential treatment that has 
been accorded to them in the modified 
budget resolution, I do feel it is far 
more difficult to justify extending this 
same special protection to civilian em
ployees of the Veterans' Administra
tion. 

The significance of a fully funded, 
fully staffed medical care system in 
the VA is so critical, but I do wish to 
suggest to my colleagues that under 
the present economic circumstances, it 
is imperative that we attach relative 
priorities to the various VA budget ac
counts before us today and exempt 
them from the present program of re
ductions only under the most compel
ling circumstances. Those circum
stances are not yet upon us. 

CONSTRUCTION PROGRAMS 

On the question of VA construction 
programs, I must urge my colleagues 
to reject this attempt to add any fur
ther monies in those accounts at this 
time. 

I have long believed that there is 
substantial room for fiscal restraint in 

the area of VA construction. I empha
size that and say, boy, do I. I am 
pleased to note that my views in this 
regard have been strongly shared both 
by the distinguished chairman of the 
Senate Appropriations Subcommittee 
on HUD and independent agencies, 
Senator GARN, and by the VA Admin
istrator, Robert Nimmo. In fact, Mr. 
Nimmo has recently launched a major 
reexamination program for all major 
construction projects now planned for 
fiscal years 1984 and beyond. 

Why? They did not have any estab
lished priorities on veterans construc
tion in the Department of Medicine 
and Surgery. So they said, "We'll go 
back and reevaluate that issue." 

We used to get every year a list of 
the top 10 hospitals that had to be 
built. But we asked them how that list 
came about. They said, "We don't 
know. We'll have to go back and see 
how that happened." 

Now we are going to get new criteria, 
on issues like geographical use, service 
to veterans in various areas, accessibil
ity, what the mission is; and perhaps 
we will even begin to find out whether 
some of those facilities were simply 
erected as a tribute to the former 
chairmen of the House or Senate Vet
erans' Affairs Committees, which is in 
itself an anachronism and I hope can 
be dispatched. 

Indeed, there can be little doubt 
that the construction accounts are of a 
relatively lower priority than other 
major VA programs that provide 
direct and immediate benefits or 
health care services to veterans and 
their dependents. Note that although 
$136 million in budget authority is in
volved, the nature of the construction 
programs is such that this money 
would spend out at a very slow rate, so 
that actual outlays requested in fiscal 
year 1983 would be only $22 million. 

The VA Administrator has indicated 
that the effect of the freeze which the 
amendment before us now seeks to 
counteract could simply take the form 
of deferring four or five fully funded 
project requests, or the VA could re
quest only the design funding for four 
or five project~ and defer construction 
funds until a later year. These, I 
submit, are not unreasonable limita
tions to impose on the VA construc
tion accounts. 

I can tell Senators that this is a pro
gram that certainly needs review. 

RESPONSE TO DAV AND LEGION LETTERS 

Mr. President, one final note, be
cause it is important when we see let
ters on our desks from the veterans 
groups in America. They carry a pow
erful clout. I can tell some stories 
about that in my time as chairman of 
the Veterans' Affairs Committee. 

I am aware of the letters from the 
DAV and the American Legion which 
have been circulated here today. 
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All veterans who receive VA compen

sation do so because they have been 
disabled during service to their coun
try. This benefit is not based on 
income and is not taxable. It is pro
tected throughout the veteran's life 
and is extended to his widow and or
phans if he was 100 percent disabled 
and died of service-connected causes or 
died in line of duty. I do view this type 
of compensation as the highest priori
ty and the most basic of all veterans' 
benefits. 

A very important point here is that 
every veteran and every survivor eligi
ble for compensation will receive this 
benefit for a lifetime if eligibility for 
this benefit is retained. 

No one here has ever or ever will, 
aside from some of the commentaries 
we hear when we discuss the veterans 
budget, I do not expect that anyone 
here will ever-either now or in the 
future-propose that that compensa
tion be taken away. It will never be 
taken away. 

I just say that every eligible veteran 
and survivor will receive his or her 
compensation right on the button and 
on time for as long as their eligibility 
is retained. 

This issue had ballooned out of pro
portion to the significance of the cost
of-living increase itself. The American 
Legion and DA V request a full 7.4 per
cent cost-of-living increase for all com
pensation and DIC recipients. Many 
Americans, not just veterans, would 
wish also to have a cost-of-living in
crease each year. 

Mr. President, every American has 
felt the pressures of inflation and high 
interest and wish for the good old days 
when inflation did not have to be re
computed every few months and high 
interest rates did not eat us all up and 
one could spend more freely. The trou
ble is that we all became used to 
having more and spending more, and I 
remember these words in the state of 
the Union address: "We can no longer 
afford things simply because we think 
of them." A rather interesting com
ment, with which I concur, by the 
President of the United States. 

Our lifestyle has expanded, and now 
we are faced with a tight economy, 
and in many cases, we have to redefine 
our dreams themselves. 

Veterans are certainly among the 
Americans who are feeling this 
squeeze. Service-connected veterans 
are disabled sometimes with injuries 
which plague and pain them through
out their lives. This is the reason they 
receive VA compensation no matter 
what their incomes may be. But the 
COLA's, the cost-of-living adjust
ments, are extras. They are moneys 
added to solid, secure, basic benefits to 
try to help them keep up with infla
tion. 

In years when the budget can be ex
panded, they are treated that way. 
Catch this figure: There was no cost-

of-living allowance at all for veterans 
compensation in fiscal years 1962, 
1963, 1964, 1966, 1967, 1968, 1971, and 
1973. Disabled veterans did not receive 
a single cost-of-living allowance in 
those years. It is not a "right." 

Indeed, the major veterans' organi
zations are on record not to index 
these cost-of-living allowances, even 
though indexing would insure their 
annual occurrence. They have ac
knowledged that the opportunity to 
reexamine that issue every year is ap
propriate, and that is what we have 
just done. 

Mr. President, at times, this annual 
examination has resulted in a higher 
COLA for some veterans, and in years 
of budgetary restraint, it has resulted 
in lower COLA's for some veterans. 

This year is an extraordinary one. 
Our President is making an all-out 
effort to severely curtail spending in 
order to make a significant effort to 
cut our Nation's deficits and somehow 
slake our thirst for spending. I view 
this effort as a direction to all Ameri
cans to be prepared to do their part. 

One final important and I think rel
evant historical point. In the past 60 
years through 1980, the Consumer 
Price Index has increased about 569 
percent while VA compensation bene
fits have increased 1,170 percent. And 
each time you add another increment 
in the annual amount, it stays right 
there. 

A modified budget resolution retains 
a modest COLA for the most severely 
disabled veteran even in light of this 
need to work to lower the Federal 
budget. I do fully support the modi
fied budget resolution and look for
ward to a time when things are right 
again and all Government benefici
aries might again enjoy a cost-of-living 
allowance. 

I want to conclude by saying that 
the Veterans' Affairs Committee is not 
precluded anywhere under the modi
fied budget resolution from reexamin
ing this issue and allocating more 
money for compensation COLA's. We 
do have some flexibility to determine 
savings in other areas, and that flexi
bility is essential to allow the commit
tee to examine all aspects of this issue 
in making its final determination re
garding the compensation COLA when 
the entire budget resolution has been 
enacted. 

Again I thank the chairman of the 
Budget Committee and I also thank 
the members of the Veterans' Affairs 
Committee for listening one more time 
to their chairman. I seldom rant and 
rave but tell you it is tough, tough, 
tough, tough. There is not any group 
in America that is tougher than 30 
million veterans. If you walk out on 
the street and say "Should we take 
care of the veterans of this country?" 
99 percent of the people of America 
would say "you bet, and whatever it 
costs." But they would be alarmed to 

see the person who has served 6 
months or 9 months, never left the 
continental United States, never 
served in basic training, never carried 
an M-1 rifle, who draws every single 
benefit this country can confer on a 
combat veteran. 

I have already shared with you the 
fact that the population of our veter
ans' hospitals is made up of 70 per
cent, non-service-connected disabled. 
There are people who are disabled 
whose disabilities are really not the 
result of any patriotic or courageous 
act. I hate to say that. I am a veteran. 
I am a lifetime member of the VFW. 
These are the things I have to deal 
with in connection with questions of 
eligibility. It is very easy to just 
become passive and this is how we got 
to a $26 billion budget in this function. 
This is the third largest independent 
agency in the U.S. Government. How 
did it get there? One reason and one 
reason only: A powerful, powerful vet
erans organization lobby in Washing
ton, D.C. 

Yet when you go out among the 
troops-boy, I did that when I was in 
the Army and thank God I can still do 
it here-when I go out among them, I 
say, "Is this what you want? Do you 
have to have this?" They say, "Look, 
you know, that isn't where we are. We 
agree we have to take it on the chin, 
too." 

So, those are some of my concerns 
that I want to share with you. I just 
hope I can continue in the good graces 
of my good colleagues and fellow vet
erans in the State of Wyoming, be
cause when I finish my appointed 
annual budget task here tonight, I will 
be burned in effigy at various posts 
from coast to coast. 

I thank you very much. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, how 

much time do we have on the amend
ment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On the 
amendment the Senator from New 
Mexico has 6 minutes and 16 seconds. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield myself 2 
minutes. 

May I say to my good friend from 
Wyoming that it is not a frequent oc
currence that discussions on the 
Senate floor change many opinions, 
but I do hope that some of our col
leagues listened to him tonight. Fre
quently, they are listening even if they 
are not present because our voices are 
carried back to their offices. I hope 
some listened, because his excellent re
marks focused on the needs of our Na
tion's veterans during a time of ex
treme economic budget pressures. 

In a discussion I had last night with 
several of my colleagues, we expressed 
concern about other issues that would 
affect our constituents. When we come 
in to vote, we remember the constitu
ents we serve; that 30 million of them 
are veterans. One of our distinguished 
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colleagues said when we came to a 
similar issue where we had to save a 
few hundred million dollars, "I am 
going to stay with the committee. We 
have added about as much as we 
should." And someone said, "How are 
you going to explain that?" And the 
Senator, who is running for office and 
comes from a State that does not fre
quently elect Republicans, said "My 
answer is going to be very simple. We 
are broke and we ought to all share a 
little bit in reducing the deficits." 

I believe that when the message gets 
out that even with all this budget re
straint we are still going to be broke to 
the extent of $115 billion deficit in 
fiscal year 1983, veterans will be will
ing to do their share of reducing the 
growth of, not cutting, basic veterans 
benefits and services. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I yield 5 

minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from California (Mr. CRANSTON). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
NICKLES). The Senator from California 
is recognized. 

CHILES-MITCHELL AMENDMENT TO RESTORE 
VETERANS' PROGRAMS 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, as 
the ranking minority member of the 
Veterans' Affairs Committee, I join 
with my good friends from Florida 
<Mr. CHILES) and from Maine <Mr. 
MITCHELL), my colleague in the com
mittee, and others to urge the Senate 
to restore the proposed level of fund
ing in the budget resolution for func
tion 700-veterans benefits and serv
ices-to a level sufficient to provide 
benefits and services to our Nation's 
veterans consistent with the policy 
recommendations that the Veterans' 
Affairs Committee made in our March 
8, 1982, report to the Budget Commit
tee. This is a level of benefits request
ed by the President and still supported 
at this time by his Administrator of 
Veterans' Affairs. 

It is a level derived from the unani
mous vote of the Veterans' Affairs 
Committee membership-all seven Re
publican members and all five Demo
cratic members. 

Thus, we are urging a result that 
had complete bipartisan support in 
the Veterans' Affairs Committee, that 
is endorsed by the VA Administrator, 
and that deserves strong support from 
both sides of the aisle in the full 
Senate. In the letter transmitting our 
committee's budget views and esti
mates to the Budget Committee, my 
good friend, the committee chairman 
(Mr. SIMPSON), and I noted that the 
committee arrived at its recommenda
tions after a thoroughgoing review of 
veterans' programs and extensive ef
forts to identify areas in which savings 
and economies could be achieved con
sistent with the committee's commit
ment to the Nation's continuing to ful
fill its obligations to its veterans and 
their survivors, and particularly to 

service-connected disabled veterans 
and veterans of wartime service. 

Despite the Veterans' Affairs Com
mittee's efforts and the unanimous 
support of the committee for its rec
ommendations, the Budget Committee 
paid no heed. Rather, it took a meat 
cleaver to function 700. Now, the 
Baker modification proposes to repair 
some of the damage, and I congratu
late my good friend from Wyoming 
<Mr. SIMPSON) for achieving this 
much. But it is not enough, in my 
view. Adoption of our amendment is 
needed to repair the bulk of the 
damage caused by the Budget Com
mittee's action. 

Mr. President, since coming to the 
Senate in 1969, I have been deeply in
volved with issues affecting our Na
tion's veterans, first on the Subcom
mittee on Veterans' Affairs of the 
Labor and Public Welfare Committee 
and later on the Committee on Veter
ans' Affairs, including 4 years as the 
committee chairman and now as the 
ranking Democrat. During this time, I 
have come to recognize the cost of vet
erans' benefits and services as a real 
cost of war. If we do not meet these 
obligations, we will have a tough time 
with the All-Volunteer Army that so 
many of us would like to see thrive 
and we will have a tough time, if we 
have to resort to the draft, if we do 
not keep commitments that have been 
made to those who serve in the Armed 
Forces. It is because of my strong view 
that we should not sacrifice our com
mitments to our Nation's veterans in 
the name of shortsighted fiscal goals 
that I urge adoption of the pending 
amendment. 

Taking an overall view of function 
700, the damage we propose repairing 
in this budget to carry out our Na
tion's commitment to its veterans is as 
follows: First, restore funding for cost
of-living increases in VA compensation 
and pension programs; and second, re
store funding to provide for a reasona
ble schedule of construction and im
provement of VA health care facilities 
to the levels originally recommended 
by the President in his fiscal year 1983 
budget and to assure the maintenance 
of quality health care services for vet
erans. In addition, this amendment an
ticipates enactment of the $150 mil
lion in legislative savings that the Vet
erans' Affairs Committee has recom
mended. 

Mr. President, in order to attempt to 
assess, in the brief time available, the 
impact of the extensive reductions 
that the Budget Committee recom
mended in the President's fiscal year 
1983 budget for the VA, on May 11 the 
Veterans' Affairs Committee chairman 
and I wrote to Administrator of Veter
ans' Affairs Robert P. Nimmo to re
quest his evaluation of them. Al
though he was unable to provide a 
fully detailed analysis of the options 
that the VA would consider in re-

sponse to those cuts and indicating 
some of the consequences of denying 
VA pensioners the 7.4-percent cost-of
living increase they are due to receive 
as of July 1 under current law. I recog
nize that it was a very difficult task 
for the Administrator to extract this 
letter from the White House and 
OMB, given their directives to the con
trary, and I congratulate him on his 
having prevailed in his efforts to try 
to be responsive to the Congress' need 
for information. 

Very significantly, Mr. Nimmo, 
before providing the requested analy
ses, stated: 

The President's 1983 budget includes 
funding for the Veterans Administration at 
a level that represents a reasonable balance 
between spending constraint and program 
growth. I continue to support the Presi
dent's proposal. 

Mr. President, let me say to my col
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
that Administrator Nimmo's creden
tials as a loyal Republican are firmly 
established and beyond question. And, 
I would thus urge my Republican col
leagues to heed Administrator 
Nimmo's position-in the face of the 
Budget Committee reductions-of con
tinuing to support the President's 
original proposal for the appropria
tions accounts in question here today. 
I use the word "original" to describe 
the President's position because he is 
now supporting the Budget Commit
tee's version of the budget. So, the 
President has been on both sides of 
this issue, and presently he is on the 
wrong side. 

Having noted the Administrator's 
basic, steadfast position-for which I 
warmly applaud and congratulate 
him-however, I must note that, be
cause of a technical oversight in ana
lyzing the Budget Committee's cuts, 
his letter fails to take into account the 
full extent of those cuts. 

The problem is that the Budget 
Committee's approach in imposing the 
so-called nondefense discretionary 
spending freeze was not made clear to 
the VA. This is a point that I will get 
into in some detail in discussing the 
VA medical care account. Let me just 
note here that the basic problem was 
the failure to take into account the 
minus $148 million that the Budget 
Committee incorporates in function 
700 without indicating how that reduc
tion affects individual VA appropria
tions accounts. When this oversight 
was brought to my attention, I asked a 
Veterans' Affairs Committee staff 
member to request a Congressional 
Budget Office analysis of the issue. In 
response, a May 19 memorandum was 
prepared showing the actual extent of 
the Budget Committee's cuts, and I 
have annotated the Administrator's 
letter to indicate where and the extent 
to which it understates the cuts. 
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con

sent that there be inserted in the 
RECORD at this point a copy of our 
May 11 letter to the Administrator 
and his May 18 letter to me-which is 
identical to a letter of the same date 
to the Veterans' Affairs Committee 
chairman-with my bracketed annota
tions, along with a copy of the CBO 
memorandum. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C., May 11, 1982. 

Hon. RoBERT P. NIMMo, 
Administrator of Veterans' Affairs, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR BoB: As you know, the Senate 
Budget Committee, in developing a pro
posed budget for fiscal year 1983, is recom
mending that various Federal accounts-the 
so-called "non-defense discretionary" ac
counts, which include all VA accounts in 
subfunctions 703 and 705-be frozen at FY 
82 levels and that certain cost-of-living ad
justments <COLA> <including veterans' com
pensation, DIC, and pension> be withheld in 
FY 1983. The President has announced pub
licly his strong support for the Budget Com
mittee's proposed budget. 

·Regarding the freeze proposal in this pro
posed Congressional FY 83 budget, we un
derstand that these discretionary accounts 
would be limited to the amounts already ap
propriated for FY 82 plus the amounts in 
supplemental appropriations, not yet en
acted, to cover the costs of the October 1981 
Federal civilian pay raise. Since this pro
posed FY 83 budget would include no Octo
ber 1982 pay raise for Federal employees, 
there would be no absorption of pay raise 
costs in FY 83. 

For FY 84 and FY 85, the Budget Com
mittee is recommending no increases in 
funding levels over the above-described FY 
83 levels in any of the affected accounts 
except for amounts necessary to cover the 
costs of civilian pay raises in those years, 
which the Budget Committee recommends 
be limited to 4 percent in each year. 

So that we can understand the impact of 
these proposals on the VA accounts affected 
<the medical care account, the medical and 
prosthetic research account, the medical ad
ministration and miscellaneous operating 
expenses account, the major and minor con
struction accounts, the State grants ac
counts, and the general operating expenses 
account>, we request that you provide a de
tailed analysis of the impact of the pro
posed funding freeze on each of the affected 
VA accounts for each of the next three 
fiscal years, showing how the VA would 
modify its programs to accomodate the pro
posed funding levels in each instance. Since 
full Senate deliberations on the Budget 
Committee's proposals will probably begin 
late this week or early next week, we will 
need these analyses as soon as possible. 

We would appreciate your including in 
these analyses, to the extent practicable, 
the anticipated programmatic effects of the 
proposed funding levels each year on em
ployment levels, planned activities, and the 
caseload and workload indicators <for exam
ple, see pages 6-33 to 6-35 of Volume II of 
the FY 83 VA budget documents with re
spect to the medical care account> set forth 
in the V A's budget documents for each of 
the accounts involved; the number, type, 
and, wherever possible, location of any fa
cilities that would be closed each year; and 

the specific changes that would be made in 
the construction projects for which funds 
have been appropriated or requested. 

With respect to VA pension benefits, the 
Senate Budget Committee has recommend
ed that the Veterans' Affairs Committees be 
given reconciliation instructions to achieve 
FY 83 legislative savings of $188 million. 
The Budget Committee has noted that this 
amount could be achieved by legislation to 
preclude VA pensioners from receiving in 
FY 93 the COLA that is scheduled to be 
granted, effective June of this year, under 
section 3112 of title 38, United States Code. 
In light of the 7.4-percent increase in social 
security benefits that will take effect in 
June, we would like to receive your analysis 
of the effect of such legislation on current 
VA pensioners who also receive social securi
ty benefits-particularly in terms of pension 
reductions that may result from the social 
security increase and the number of pen
sioners who would lose their eligibility for 
VA pension as a result of the social security 
COLA increase-and on potential pension 
beneficiaries who receive social security ben
efits. 

We ask that you give these requests your 
personal attention so that we are provided a 
response not later than close of business 
Thursday, May 13. As always, your continu
ing cooperation is greatly appreciated. 

With warm regards, 
Cordially, 

ALAN K. SIMPSON, 
Chairman. 

ALAN CRANSTON, 
Ranking Minority Member. 

VETERANS ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D.C. May 18, 1982. 

Hon. ALAN CRANSTON, 
Ranking Minority Member, Committee on 

Veterans' Affairs, U.S. Senate, Washing
ton, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR CRANSTON: I appreciate the 
difficulty the Congress is having in develop
ing 1983 budget recommendations that sup
port needed programs and achieve an appro
priate and responsible federal fiscal policy. 
The President's 1983 budget includes fund
ing for the Veterans Administration at a 
level that represents a reasonable balance 
between spending constraint and program 
growth. I continue to support the Pr-esi
dent's proposal. 

At your request, we have within the limit
ed time available, studied the impact on our 
programs that would result from implemen
tation of the Senate Budget Committee rec
ommendations. As I am sure you fully ap
preciate, the potential number of options 
available in addressing the proposed adjust
ments is very large. Unfortunately, we were 
not able to fully consider, let alone fully 
evaluate, each such option. The adjust
ments as proposed could cause significant 
changes in the program scope and require 
adjustments to the level of service provided. 

In analyzing the impact of the Commit
tee's proposals, we used the assumptions 
contained in the Senate Budget Commit
tee's tentative agreement on a budget reso
lution. They are: 

The 1982 level includes pay raise funding; 
[NOTE.-The budget resolution as reported 

does not include full funding for FY 1982 
pay-increase costs. Rather, as explained in 
the Congressional Budget Office memoran
dum inserted in the RECORD immediately 
following this letter, the amounts proposed 
for VA accounts in FY 83 require absorption 
in FY 1983 of 54 percent of the FY 1982 
<October 1981) pay-increase costs. As a 

result, the failure in this letter to take ac
count of this pay absorption factor in FY 
1983 results in understating the Budget 
Committee-recommended reductions in cer
tain of the accounts discussed later in this 
letter. The actual amount of the reductions 
are indicated, consistent with the CBO 
memorandum, and percentages are appro
priately adjusted in brackets.] 

For 1983 no pay raise will be provided; 
If pay raises are approved in 1984 and 

1985, they will be funded by Congress; 
1983-1985 will not provide for inflationary 

funding. 
Although current policy direction pre

vents a detailed reestimate of the 1983 
budget request, the following paragraphs 
summarize several of the options we have 
had the opportunity to address. Also includ
ed, as requested, is our analysis of the effect 
of the Social Security C.O.L.A. increase on 
VA pensioners. 

MEDICAL PROGRAMS 
The impact of maintaining resources for 

Medical Care at the revised Senate allow
ance level in 1983 will require a reduction of 
$286.8 million [$416 million]. Because of the 
complexity of the program, numerous alter
natives exist for operating within such a 
figure. The funding level would be met by 
selecting the combination of alternatives 
that would least disrupt direct medical care 
to veterans on a long term basis. 

The Agency would be required to reduce 
medical employment by about six [nine] 
percent in 1983 if the entire reduction were 
taken in employment; by 1985 the percent
age reduction required would be fifteen 
[eighteen] percent. An employment reduc
tion of 10 percent or more at any "covered 
office or facility" will require Congressional 
approval, which, could not, absent legisla
tive modification, be obtained prior to Octo
ber 1983. 

If the adjustment were made in workload: 
Inpatient workload would have to be re

duced by six [nine] percent in 1983 to offset 
the entire reduction. 

Outpatient workload would have to be re
duced by 21 [311 percent in 1983 to offset 
the entire reduction. 

Should a straight-line budget approach 
for three years be adopted, medical facility 
closures would have to be considered; major 
saving would only result after the third 
year. 

In some cases the utilization of newly acti
vated facilities might have to be deferred. 
The agency's obligation to maintain 90,000 
operating beds pursuant to Public Law 97-
72 limits, in the absence of legislative 
change, the availability of options to us. 

The Medical and Prosthetic Research, and 
the Medical Administration and Miscellane
ous Operating Expense appropriations will 
require reductions of $5.4 [$8.1J and $3.4 
million respectively in 1983. Employment 
would be reduced by two percent for re
search and five percent for administrative 
operation. 

CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS 
The Senate Budget Committee's resolu

tion reduced the FY 1983 Construction, 
Major Projects and Construction, Minor 
Projects appropriation request by 
$136,164,000. We assume that we would 
have the flexibility to adjust the Major 
Construction and the Minor Construction 
requests to meet the necessary total reduc
tion. 

The effect of this reduction in the Major 
Construction request includes several possi
ble alternatives. 
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The Agency could defer four or five fully

funded project requests. 
It could request only the design funding 

for four of five projects and defer construc
tion funds. 

It could supplement these actions with 
smaller reductions in nursing home 
projects, energy conservation and the Ad
vance Planning Fund. 

The Agency might support minimizing the 
reduction in the Minor Construction request 
with respect to fire and safety projects. 

GENERAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

The reduction to the General Operating 
Expenses appropriation in 1983 will be $28.3 
[$42.2 million] million, which is a 4 [16] per
cent reduction. This appropriation is per
sonnel-intensive. Most of the nonpayroll 
funding is nondiscretionary for such re
quirements as office space rental and com
munications and utilities. One area which 
would have to be reviewed is the extent to 
which we can continue to support State Ap
proval Agencies when facing significant per
sonnel reductions. The remaining nonpay
roll funding which would be considered dis
cretionary, such as travel, can be curtailed 
but can realistically provide only several 
million of the $28.3 [$42.21 million reduc
tion required. 

Personnel reductions will have to provide 
the predominant share of the cutback: 

The average employment within the ap
propriation may have to be reduced 1,000 
[1,5651 from the 1983 budget estimate. 

A hiring freeze or furlough may have to 
be implemented as the employment for the 
departments and staff offices within the ap
propriation is already declining from 1982 to 
1983. 

Personnel reductions will have to continue 
over the three year period if the nonpayroll 
costs continue to increase. 

PENSIONS COLA INCREASE 

With respect to VA pension benefits, the 
recommendation would remove the July 1, 
1982, cost-of-living increase. The removal of 
the scheduled rate adjustment in light of 
the COLA that will be provided Social Secu
rity recipients will cause dislocation among 
the pension population. Approximately 
18,000 pensioners would be removed from 
the rolls as their income would exceed the 
eligibility standard. Another 267,000 pen
sioners would have their monthly checks re
duced to offset the Social Security increase. 
This would represent an income loss of over 
$70 million annually. In addition almost 
$200 million would be saved by not granting 
the general COLA increase to all other pen
sioners. 

I trust that this information will be useful 
to you and the Committee. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT P. NIMMO, 

Administrator. 

MEMORANDUM OF MAY 19, 1982 
To: Ed Scott, Senate Veterans' Affairs Com

mittee. 
From: Nina Shepherd, Congressional 

Budget Office. 
The information shown below is in re

sponse to the telephone request you made 
earlier today. 

The budget resolution ordered reported 
by the Senate Budget Committee includes a 
reduction in function 700 in fiscal years 
1983-1985 of $148 million. This reduction 
was assumed to be achievable through con
tinued absorption of 54 percent of the Octo
ber 1981 federal pay increase. The Senate 
Budget Committee did not assume any pat-

tern for distributing this reduction among 
the function 700 accounts containing pay. 
However, if the $148 million reduction were 
allocated according to the distribution of 
total function obligations for personnel 
compensation, as reflected in the Presi
dent's 1983 budget request, the account-by
account reduction would be as follows: 

Millions 
Medical care .................................... . 
Medical and prosthetic research .. 
Medical administration and mis-

$ -129.3 
-2.6 

cellaneous operating expenses .. -0.9 
General operating expenses ........ .. -13.7 
Construction, minor projects ...... .. -0.7 
Cemeterial expense, Army .......... .. -0.1 
American Battle Monuments 

Commission ................................ .. -0.2 
Soldiers' and Airmens' Home ...... .. -0.5 

Total ...................................... .. -148.0 
In a letter to Chairman Simpson dated 

May 18, 1982, VA Administrator Robert 
Nimmo stated the amounts by which the 
V A's 1983 appropriation request would have 
to be reduced in order to comply with the 
Senate-reported budget resolution levels for 
function 700. The amounts shown by Ad
ministrator Nimmo do not include the con
tinued absorption of the October 1981 pay 
raise that was assumed in the resolution. 
Should the effects of the pay absorption be 
allocated as shown above, the total amount 
by which the President's request for these 
accounts would have to be reduced, would 
be as follows: 

Fiscal year 1983 BA and 0 
Millions 

Medical care ........................................... $416.0 
Medical and prosthetic research......... 8.1 
Medical administration and miscella-

neous operating expenses ................ . 
General operating expenses .............. .. 
Construction, minor projects ............ .. 
Cemeterial expense, Army .................. . 
American Battle Monuments Com-

( 1) 

42.2 
89.7 

2.2 

mission ................................................. ( 1) 

Soldiers' and Airmen's Home .............. 2.6 
1 In these accounts the amounts assumed in the 

resolution, reduced by the assumed pay absorption, 
are higher than the President's requested appro
priation amounts. 

COST-OF-LIVING INCREASES IN VETERANS' 
COMPENSATION AND PENSION PROGRAMS 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, the 
budget resolution as reported antici
pated the elimination of any cost-of
living increase in fiscal year 1983 in 
the service-connected disability com
pensation program and the capping of 
such increases in fiscal year 1984 and 
fiscal year 1985 at 4 percent. Now the 
Baker modification would lift the 
fiscal year 1983 freeze-but only for 
those with disabilities rated 70 percent 
or more disabling-and proposes a 4-
percent cap for that year, too, for even 
these veterans. I find this discrimina
tory action totally incomprehensible. 

Mr. President, I would like to quote 
Mr. Reagan on this subject of cost-of
living increases for the V A's service
connected disability compensation pro
gram. In August of 1980, in a cam
paign speech at the Veterans of For
eign Wars' convention in Chicago, he 
called it a "breach of faith" for "com
pensation for those with service-con-

nected disabilities • • • [not to be] 
kept abreast of inflation. • • *" 

I strongly agree with the President 
on that. 

To me it is absolutely unacceptable 
to ask the more than 2.2 million veter
ans who have service-connected dis
abilities-injuries and illineses sus
tained while in service to our coun
try-to forego an increase in the rates 
of their VA compensation benefits 
that would insure that their benefits 
keep pace with inflation. These indi
viduals-as well as the more than 
355,000 survivors of veterans who died 
while on active duty or as the result of 
service-connected causes-have al
ready made sacrifices for this country 
and, in some cases, have made extreme 
sacrifices. They should not be asked to 
make this additional one. 

I would note, however, that they 
would be willing to make still further, 
equitable sacrifices if that were being 
asked of all others similary situated. 
As the American Legion said in its 
May 17 letter to all Senators: 

The American Legion has stated its will
ingness to consider any official budget pro
posal requiring veterans to assume some of 
the burden associated with the undeniable 
need to restore the Nation's economic 
health. However, we demand that all seg
ments of society share an equal budgetary 
hardship. 

Thus, Mr. President, to appreciate 
the impact of what is being proposed 
here regarding denying COLA's to vet
erans' compensation and pension re
cipients, we need to step back and look 
at what is being proposed at the same 
time for other income-maintenance re
cipients in directly parallel-but cer
tainly no higher priority, at least until 
now-programs. 

With respect to veterans' disability 
compensation, let us compare a totally 
disabled, paralyzed individual, a non
veteran, who is covered by social secu
rity and is receiving social security dis
ability insurance payments. This July, 
this individual's check will go up by 7.4 
percent and the next year and the 
year after that, we anticipate paying 
him a full COLA-and that is as it 
should be. 

Compare that disabled person's situ
ation with that of his equally disabled 
neighbor, a paralyzed Vietnam veteran 
struck down on the battlefield and re- . 
ceiving full VA disability compensa
tion. 

Both individuals paid for their bene
fits-one with monetary contributions, 
the other with his loss of bodily func
tions in service to his country. They 
are both truly entitled to these bene
fits. Is one more deserving than the 
other? If so, is it the SSDI recipient? I 
think not. 

Yet, we have before us a proposal by 
the Budget Committee-as proposed 
to be altered by the Baker substitute
to say to the veteran next October 1, 
sorry we could afford to give you only 
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a 4-percent increase, just 54 percent-a 
little more than half of the rate in
crease we gave your neighbor? 

How can we explain that result? 
Has that veteran's sacrifice somehow 

been diminished in its value to our 
country? Is anyone proposing to give 
him back 46 percent of his mobility? 

And to make matters worse, we go 
on to say to this veteran who is begin
ning to doubt all the rhetoric about "a 
grateful nation", "by the way, no 
matter how much the CPI jumps in 
the next 2 years, we are going to limit 
you to a 4-percent compensation in
crease each year: of course, we feel dif
ferently about your neighbor; we are 
not proposing any such cap on his 
SSDI benefits." 

I find this disparate treatment total
ly indefensible. To discriminate 
against the service-connected disabled 
veteran is truly incomprehensible to 
me. There is no justification whatso
ever for this inequitable result. 

Moreover, for those veterans with 
less than 70-percent disabilities, how 
do we explain denying them any 
COLA and giving SSDI recipients and 
social security retirees the full COLA? 
I cannot and I do not see how the 
Senate can. 

Denying all those with less than 70-
percent disabilities any COLA this 
year means that we would enact no in
crease in rates of disability compensa
tion for almost 2 million of those who 
suffer from disabilities incurred in 
service to their country. 

Further, Mr. President, this budget 
would provide for no fiscal year 1983 
increase to the more than 433,000 sur
viving dependents of veterans who 
died while in the service or who died 
of service-connected disabilities-that 
is, no inflation relief to more than 
246,000 surviving spouses, 74,000 chil
dren, and 112,000 dependent parents 
of veterans who literally gave their 
lives for this Nation. 

The effect then is to deny any 
equity to 2.4 million of these highest 
priority recipients while granting 
some-but inadequate-assistance to 
less than 8 percent in this category. 

Now, the argument will be made 
that we are providing for the more se
verely disabled veterans by granting 
those veterans a partial cost-of-living 
adjustment. However, we should un
derstand which veterans would be get
ting no increase: Veterans with leg and 
foot amputations; veterans who are to
tally blinded in one eye; veterans who 
have lost the use of their minor hand; 
veterans who have had prosthetic re
placements of shoulders, elbows, or 
knees and suffer from chronic severe 
painful motion or weakness in that 
joint; veterans suffering from severely 
incapacitating rheumatoid arthritis; 
veterans suffering from severe emphy
sema that prevents climbing one flight 
of stairs or walking one block without 

stopping; and veterans who have lost 
golf-ball sized pieces of their skulls. 

These are just some of the service
connected disabilities for which cost
of-living adjustments would not be 
granted. These are disabilities for 
which determinations have been made 
that they are the result of injuries or 
conditions incurred in or aggravated 
by military service. · 

Mr. President, while I can appreciate 
the good intentions of my good friend 
from Wyoming <Mr. SIMPSON) regard
ing the possibility that the Baker 
modification provides the flexibility 
needed to provide the full 7 .4-percent 
cost-of-living increase in compensation 
benefits this year, I must point out 
that the Baker modification simply 
does not provide enough room for it. 

To provide all 70-percent-or-more 
disabled veterans with a 7.4-percent 
COLA this year-instead of the 4-per
cent that the Baker modification 
allows-and to provide the 7.4 percent 
COLA to all other of the 2.4 million 
service-connected disabled veterans 
and the survivors of those who have 
died from service-connected causes re
quires $561 million in budget author
ity and $577 million in outlays in fiscal 
year 1983 that just are not in the 
Baker levels. 

As the Veterans' Affairs Committee 
chairman knows, the resolution as re
ported assumes that that increase will 
be denied this year and the Baker 
modification adds back only $600 mil
lion in budget authority and $500 mil
lion in outlays for fiscal year 1983. Of 
those amounts, $478.4 million in B.A. 
and $437.2 million in outlays are ac
counted for by the 4-percent increase 
for 70 percent or more disabled veter
ans and noncompensation items. That 
simply does not leave room for the ad
ditional $568 million in budget author
ity and $577 million in outlays that 
CBO estimates would be needed for 
the full COLA for compensation, as I 
have just described it. Moreover, there 
is an even greater lack of room in the 
two out-year amounts under the Baker 
modification. 

As the chairman knows, the only 
programs over which our committee 
has jurisdiction are veterans' benefits 
and services. If we are going to fund a 
full compensation COLA within the 
limits of the Baker modification, the 
money has got to come from other VA 
programs. The question is, which 
ones? 

So, I think we need some clarifica
tion from the chairman as to exactly 
how he proposes to pay for this COLA. 
Does he propose further cuts of half a 
billion dollars in VA health care-on 
top of the $129 million reduction al
ready taken? Does he propose cutting 
further into the VA pensioners' bene
fits-in addition to taking back some 
or all of the COLA that they will 
begin receiving in July? Does he have 

some other means for freeing up the 
needed funding? 

Mr. President, we need to know the 
answers to these questions. 

If the money is not in the budget for 
the pension COLA, just saying we will 
make room for it is not good enough 
because further down the road we are 
going to have to deal with the realities 
and constraints of the numbers them
selves. 

Now, regarding the veterans' pension 
program, for which the Budget Com
mittee proposed no increase at all this 
year-with 4-percent caps proposed for 
the next 2 years-again, it seems to me 
we have a most unfair discrimination 
against those who served their country 
in time of war. 

First, let us clarify what we have in 
this veterans' pension program. This is 
purely a needs-based, income mainte
nance program for war veterans and 
certain survivors of them. We are not 
talking about the old pension program 
where family income was not counted 
and where there were numerous exclu
sions from countable income. Congress 
reformed this program in 1978 to 
make it truly needs-based and truly 
equitable. Anyone receiving a pension 
under this program is truly needy. 
Veteran pensioners are either totaly 
disabled or over 65. Those are essen
tially the same qualifications for a 
low-income recipient of SSI-supple
mental security income. Yet the SSI 
recipient-and I am not talking about 
contributory social security now but 
about the federalized welfare pro
gram-will be granted the full 7 .4-per
cent COLA in the July check this year 
and the full COLA for each of the 
next 2 years-as, indeed, should be the 
case. Why then do we not do the same 
thing for the equally disabled or elder
ly low-income war veteran? 

I have no acceptable answer to that 
question. Each of these individuals is 
poor and either old or disabled. It is 
true that Congress decided in 1978 to 
create a somewhat higher income 
standard-just over the poverty level
for the veteran pensioner. Today that 
means about $413 a month for a single 
war veteran with no dependents or 
other income, surely not a princely 
sum. That veteran needs the cost-of
living increase to subsist-just as does 
the SSI recipient. 

Perhaps some will say, well the vet
eran can always get a COLA by switch
ing to the SSI program. That may 
seem to some like a pretty appealing 
answer, but I content that it is not. 

Many very poor elderly and disabled 
people in this country feel that they 
are demeaned by taking welfare; they 
feel diminished by this-less worthy. 
Yet, those who served this country in 
the military look at veterans' pension 
as something they earned by their 
wartime service. They do not feel they 
are on welfare and do not want to be. 
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Is it our policy that we want to force 

an elderly or disabled wartime veteran 
who is subsisting at or below the pov
erty level with a feeling of self-worth 
and dignity to follow a course that the 
veteran feels will deprive him of his 
own self-respect? I hope not. Such a 
policy makes no sense from the stand
point of humanity, and it makes little 
fiscal sense since the net savings to 
the Federal budget would be minimal 
if these persons were forced over to 
SSI in order to subsist. 

Mr. President, I should also point 
out the gross impracticalities inherent 
in this proposal to eliminate the pen
sion COLA this summer. It is, at this 
point, far too late for the Congress to 
prevent that COLA from beginning to 
be paid as of July 1. The rate of the in
crease has already been computed-7.4 
percent-and announcement of it was 
made in the Federal Register on May 
14. The programing of the computers 
to print the checks for mailing on July 
1 is already underway, and the last 
date on which it would be even re
motely feasible to turn that process 
around and cancel the increase would 
be May 25, the date on which the July 
1 checks will begin to be printed. Obvi
ously, the change in current law that 
would be needed to prevent the COLA 
from going into effect-a change that 
the House Budget Committee has re
jected and that I assure you the House 
Veterans' Affairs Committee would 
very, very strongly oppose-simply 
cannot be enacted by that date. 

Thus, it seems clear that the in
crease will be paid as of July 1 and will 
also be included in the August and, 
probably, September pension checks 
as well. Thereafter, what does the 
Budget Committee propose should 
occur-that the law be changed after 
the fact to reduce the benefit levels 
that would already have begun to be 
paid? Do any of my colleagues actually 
want the VA in August or September 
to announce to all 566,000 pensioners 
who would be affected that as of Sep
tember 1 or October 1 their checks will 
be reduced by at least 7.4 percent? I 
ask each of you, please put yourselves 
in the shoes of a totally disabled or el
derly veteran having a total income, if 
you have no dependents, of only $444 
per month, or a widow of a wartime 
veteran having a total income of only 
$298 per month, who receives a notice 
from the Federal Government inform
ing you that the Congress and the 
President of the United States have 
just passed and signed a law to cut 
your pension by 7.4 percent. 

Think of it! Letters going out in 
August or September-or possibly in 
October-to hundreds of thousands of 
VA pensioners saying to each of them, 
in effect, the Congress and the Presi
dent believed that you were getting 
too much money and decided to cut 
your pension benefits. 

Are VA pensioners really getting too 
much? 

I would point out to my colleagues 
that the poverty level for an urban 
family of four is-according to statis
tics released last August-a per annum 
income of $8,414. That level, according 
to a projection prepared by the Con
gressional Research Service, can be ex
pected to increase to $9,289 in August 
of this year. 

Now, compare this to the maximum 
income level for the V A's pension pro
gram. For a family of four, the current 
income standard for VA pension is 
$8,179-$235 less than the official level 
of poverty. And, when the level is re
vised in August, and when the VA pen
sion checks are reduced as is proposed 
under this budget, the level of VA pen
sion would be cut to a level more than 
$1,100 less than the level of poverty. 

In essence, not only is the budget 
committee proposing that truly poor 
individuals be denied the necessary 
and appropriate cost-of-living adjust
ment due them under law, but also 
that they be required to give back the 
small increase that they have been 
promised and that they will receive 
under existing law. These are people 
struggling to survive on annual income 
levels that in the case of single veter
ans are just above the poverty level 
and that in the case of veterans with 
larger family units and surviving 
spouses of deceased veterans are below 
poverty levels. 

Mr. President this is a truly 
unacceptable approach to dealing with 
the needs of those who are among our 
Nation's neediest citizens. 

And please keep in mind that for 
18,000 pensioners the effect of the 
budget would be not just a reduction
they would be dropped entirely from 
the rolls. Having received a 7.4-percent 
pension increase in July-along with a 
sdcial security increase-when the law 
is changed to eliminate the pension 
COLA, they would be pushed all the 
way out of the program. 

It also need be emphasized that the 
267,000 VA pensioners who receive 
some social security are going to be hit 
with a double whammy if the Budget 
Committee's approach is adopted. 
When the pension COLA is eliminat
ed, they will lose the 7.4-percent in
crease-just like all other pensioners. 
But, in addition, their pension benefits 
will be further reduced dollar for 
dollar by an amount equal to the July 
1 social security increase. 

For example, a veteran pensioner 
with no dependents who is currently 
receiving $3,000 a year in social securi
ty and no other nonpension income is 
today getting $1,960 per year in pen
sion. On July 1, his social security 
check will increase to a $3,222 annual 
level and his VA pension to a $2,106 
annual level-A $146 increase in pen
sion. If the pension COLA is eliminat
ed, he first loses the $146 annual in-

crease in pension he started receiving 
on July 1. But he also suffers a fur
ther annual pension reduction of $222 
because of the social security increase. 
Thus, this veteran will bet a total pen
sion reduction of $368. In terms of 
monthly benefits, the veteran would 
have received a $12.17 pension in
crease in July and the Congress would 
be inflicting a $30.67 reduction in Sep
tember or October. Such treatment 
will be as baffling to this veteran as it 
is hard to endure. 

Mr. President, as the legislative his
tory of the 1978 VA Pension Improve
ment Act makes abundantly clear, this 
is exactly the kind of result that was 
intended to be avoided-pension termi
nations and reductions resulting from 
social security increases. I am sure 
that Senators who were here in 1978 
and for several years before then will 
recall the enormous amounts of mail 
they got each year from VA pension
ers who, because pension and social se
curity were not linked as they now are, 
suffered pension reductions in Janu
ary each year because of social securi
ty COLA's they had received the pre
vious July. I venture to say that year
in year-out that issue generated more 
constituent mail than any other 
matter. And correcting that problem
along with rectifying various inequi
ties and deficiencies in the old pension 
program-were the driving forces 
behind the 1978law. I do not think my 
colleagues really want to open those 
old sores again-but that would be the 
effect of the Budget Committee's pro
posal. 

In summary, this proposal-which I 
am opposing now and will continue to 
oppose with every means possible 
wherever and whenever it comes up
is grossly inequitable, poorly con
ceived, and extremely impractical. It 
deserves to be rejected by an over
whelming vote in this body. 

VA MEDICAL CARE 

Mr. President, the Chiles-Mitchell 
amendment would provide for much
needed funding in the V A's medical 
care account to restore that account to 
the levels that the President recom
mended and which, as I have noted, 
the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs 
continues to support-but for which 
the Baker modification fails to pro
vide. 

To understand this issue, I must 
briefly address one fairly technical 
matter which has a very real impact 
on the Nation's sick and disabled vet
erans. The Baker modification would 
add, in fiscal year 1983, $287 million 
for appropriations to the V A's medical 
care account. We are told that the 
purpose of this add-on is to restore 
cuts that the Budget Committee made 
in the President's budget request for 
this vitally important account. Unfor
tunately, that amount does not make 
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the full restoration that is so badly 
needed. 

The shortfall derives from the Baker 
modification's failure to take into ac
count the minus $148 million that the 
Senate Budget Committee includes in 
function 700 for what it calls "pay ab
sorption" in fiscal year 1983, and in 
the outyears, fiscal year 1984 and 
fiscal year 1985. That minus amount is 
reflected in the Budget Committee's 
function 700 total and is not restored 
by the Baker modification. It cannot 
be ignored. 

Let me also emphasize that this ab
sorption is of increased pay costs in
curred in fiscal year 1982. It is not ab
sorption of any pay raises that may 
occur in the future-in fiscal year 1983 
or in later years. This so-called absorp
tion represents the carrying forward 
to a full fiscal year of an amount that 
the Budget Committee has estimated 
may be absorbed Government-wide in 
fiscal year 1982 from the fiscal year 
1982 pay raise-54 percent. This figure 
is not even accurate as it applies to the 
VA this year since a pay supplemental 
covering 68 percent of new pay costs is 
pending right now in Congress. 

In reality, this prospective absorp
tion factor is really no more than a 
disguise for a deep programmatic cut. 
Without these funds, the VA has es
sentially three options, or a combina
tion of them, in the health care area
have less personnel, treat less veter
ans, or buy less supplies and equip
ment. 

To tell what the Budget Committee 
proposal and the Baker modification 
really propose for the V A's medical 
care and research accounts, we must 
allocate that minus $148 million in ap
propriate proportions to each of the 
function 700 accounts entailing per
sonnel costs. To make that allocation, 
I requested a Veterans' Affairs Com
mittee staff member to ask the appro
priate CBO staff member to provide a 
neutral, objective basis for doing so, 
and she has provided a May 19 memo, 
which I earlier inserted in the RECORD, 
showing the account-by-account allo
cation "according to the distribution 
of total function obligations for per
sonnel compensation, as reflected in 
the President's 1983 budget re
quest • • *" I do not think there can 
be any argument whatever with that 
analytical approach. 

The results show a $129.3 million re
duction in the medical care account. 
Thus, as the memo makes clear, a $287 
million restoration to the medical care 
account-which the Baker amendment 
makes-does not suffice to bring the 
Budget Committee proposal up to the 
President's budget level-it is $129.3 
million short. 

Our amendment would make that 
restoration, and I want to emphasize 
how badly needed it is. In this regard, 
I would note that the Veterans' Af
fairs Committee's March budget 

report included a most significant dis
cussion of the point that, although the 
committee was recommending accept
ance of the administration's proposed 
levels for the medical care account, 
there were serious concerns that those 
levels entailed underfunding in some 
areas. In this regard, the committee 
noted that it was "deeply concerned 
about the effect that these potential 
funding deficiencies might have on the 
V A's Department of Medicine and Sur
gery's ability to provide the levels of 
health-care personnel necessary for it 
to support the patient-care workloads 
set forth in the budget request." The 
Veterans' Affairs Committee chair
man, my good friend from Wyoming 
<Mr. SIMPSON), and I reemphasized 
this point in a letter to the Budget 
Committee's chairman <Mr. DoMENICI) 
and ranking minority member (Mr. 
HOLLINGS) dated March 31, 1982, 
noting the Veterans' Affairs Commit
tee's view "that the President's re
quest for the medical care account is 
one that leaves no margin for further 
reductions if the VA is to be able to 
provide the staffing levels and meet 
the patient-care workloads that have 
been proposed by the administration 
and are fully supported by our com
mittee." We again addressed our con
cerns on this point in a letter to the 
Budget Committee chairman <Mr. Do
MENICI) and ranking minority member 
(Mr. HOLLINGS) in a May 5, 1982, 
letter, dealing with the impact of a 
freeze on various VA programs, in 
which we strongly recommended that 
the Budget Committee not include in 
the budget resolution levels that 
would require the V A's Department of 
Medicine and Surgery to bear a reduc
tion from the President's requested 
level for fiscal year 1983. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that copies of the March 31, 1982, 
and May 5, 1982, letters from the 
chairman <Mr. SIMPSON) and me to the 
Budget Committee's chairman <Mr. 
DOMENICI) and ranking minority 
member (Mr. HoLLINGs) appear at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS, 

Washington, D.C., March 31, 1982. 
Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI, 
Chairman. 
Hon. ERNEST F. HOLLINGS, 
Ranking Minority Member, Committee on 

Budget, U.S. Senate, Washington, D. C. 
DEAR PETE AND FRITz: Our Committee has 

very recently received and had an opportu
nity to review March 17 and 18 budget data 
prepared by the Congressional Budget 
Office setting forth CBO's latest account
by-account estimates of the fiscal year 1983 
(and outyear> "current law" costs or pro
grams within Function 700, Veterans' Bene
fits and Services, as well as reestimates of 
the President's budget requests and "base
line" estimates for each Function 700 ac
count. Our Committee's March 8, 1982, 

report to your Committee on our fiscal year 
1983 budget views and estimates for veter
ans' programs were based on the CBO Feb
ruary 5, 1982, estimates of current law costs 
provided to us by your Committee. 

Because we understand that your Com
mittee will be using the new and additional 
CBO estimates in marking up the first con
current budget resolution for fiscal year 
1983, we would like to indicate to you and 
your Committee members our views on 
those estimates. 

MISSIONS 1, 2, AND 4 

The accounts in Missions 1, 2, and 4 <sub
functions 701, 702, and 704) consist of enti
tlement accounts and various trust funds 
and revolving funds. With respect to your 
reliance upon reestimates for these mis
sions-which in Mission 1 are in total sub
stantially below the President's request and 
below the current law estimates that our 
Committee used in its March 8 report-we 
wish to stress our understanding that the 
accuracy of these reestimates of current law 
costs and of the cost of the cost-of-living ad
justment <COLA> in the service-connected 
disability compensation account are depend
ent upon the accuracy of CBO's assump
tions relating to future caseloads and eco
nomic conditions and that, if those current 
law and COLA costs eventually prove to be 
higher or are reestimated at higher levels, 
corresponding upward adjustments in the 
functional totals would be made in subse
quent fiscal year 1983 concurrent resolu
tions. 

MISSIONS 3 AND 5 

With respect to Mission 3 <subfunction 
703), which covers Veterans' Administration 
health-care and construction programs, and 
Mission 5 <subfunction 705), which covers 
primarily the management and administra
tion of all VA benefit programs other than 
health care, as noted in our Committee's 
March 8 report, the Committee has recom
mended acceptance of the President's total 
budget requests for these missions, and con
siders that those requests would provide 
only marginally adequate support for the 
programs involved. We would like to empha
size, however, that we have very serious con· 
cerns with respect to any possible reliance 
on the CBO current law or baseline esti
mates as providing adequately for those pro
grams. In this respect, our major budgetary 
concerns focus primarily on three accounts: 
medical care and minor construction (Mis
sion 3) and general operating expenses <Mis
sion 5). 

Medical Care.-With respect to the VA's 
medical care account, which provides fund
ing primarily for the operation and mainte
nance of VA health-care facilities, we note 
that the CBO baseline estimate is $96.7 mil
lion less in budget authority and $88.8 mil
lion less in outlays than the President's re
quest. As we indicated in some detail in our 
report (part 2(b) of the discussion of Mis
sion 3), although our Committee recom
mended acceptance of the President's re
quest, we pointed out several areas in which 
the President's request reflects significant 
problems of potential underfunding. We 
stress our Committee's view that the Presi
dent's request for this account is one that 
leaves no margin for further reductions if 
the VA is to be able to provide the staffing 
levels and meet the patient-care workloads 
that have been proposed by the Administra
tion and are fully supported by our Commit
tee. 

It should be noted that the fiscal year 
1982-to-fiscal year 1983 increase in the CBO 
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baseline estimate would provide for an in
crease in appropriations of only 6.2 percent, 
and that even that increase is based on a 
fiscal year 1982 level that does not take into 
account the fiscal year 1982 costs (more 
than $150 million) of the October 1981 fed
eral civilian pay raise for employees paid 
under this account, for the cost of which 
the VA has received a deficiency apportion
ment up to this point. Taking that fiscal 
year 1982 cost element into account, the 
fiscal year 1982-to-fiscal year 1983 increase 
in the baseline estimate would be only 3.9 
percent. Further, we note that, as we under
stand it, the CBO model for computing 
baseline estimates does not take into ac
count the costs-which we believe clearly 
should be assumed to be appropriate and 
necessary for budget purposes-of activating 
new facilities, the construction of which 
Congress has previously approved and 
funded. The total fiscal year 1983 costs for 
this essential component of the VA budget 
are $179.5 million and if added to the CBO 
baseline estimates would cause that esti
mate to exceed by more than $80 million 
the level we are recommending. 

Construction.-The baseline estimate for 
the V A's minor construction account, which 
funds VA medical construction projects of 
less than $2 million, provides for appropria
tions of $82.5 million less than the President 
has requested. We note that substantial re
ductions made in the fiscal year 1982 appro
priation for this account caused some neces
sary projects to be postponed to fiscal year 
1983. Construction funded under this ac
count covers a wide range of projects for 
modifications and minor additions that are 
necessary for the effective and efficient 
functioning of existing VA facilities, many 
of which are quite antiquated; for the cor
rection of fire and safety deficiencies; and 
for the correction of various other deficien
cies that have been cited by the Joint Com
mission on the Accreditation of Hospitals. 
We thus believe that reductions in the 
President's request for this account <aside 
from the $12 million reduction in the com
bined major and minor construction ac
counts that our Committee has recommend
ed in order to offset increases we recommend 
in certain high-priority health care activi
ties> could jeopardize the affected VA facili
ties' ability to provide quality care or the 
safety of the environment in which that 
care is provided. 

Thus, we strongly urge that you recom
mend no reductions in the President's total 
request for fiscal year 1983 funding for the 
medical programs in Mission 3. 

General Operating Expenses fGOEJ.
With respect to the V A's GOE account, the 
major account in Mission 5, for which our 
Committee recommended acceptance of the 
President's request, we note that the CBO 
baseline estimate would provide for the ap
propriation of $16.5 million less than the 
President has requested. Again, substantial 
reductions were made in this account in the 
fiscal year 1982 appropriations Act <Public 
Law 97-101). If substantial cuts were to be 
made in the President's current request for 
this account, we believe that the effective 
administration of various VA benefit pro
grams-including service-connected disabil
ity compensation and vocational rehabilita
tion programs, the GI Bill, and the pension 
and burial benefit progams-would be im
paired and that a slow-down in the process
ing and adjudication of claims for benefits, 
with consequent hardship for deserving vet
eran-applicants, could result. 

Proposed GNMA-MBS Ceiling.-We are 
also concerned about the Administration's 

proposal to place a commitment ceiling of 
$38.4 billion on the Government National 
Mortgage Association mortgage-backed se
curity <GNMA-MBS) program for fiscal 
year 1983-almost 50 percent less than the 
fiscal year 1982 ceiling of $68.25 billion-and 
the effect that such a ceiling would have on 
the V A's home-loan guaranty program and 
the availability of housing assistance for eli
gible veterans through the VA. 

The GNMA-MBS program provides the 
major source of financing for V A-guaran
teed loans. Approximately 70 percent of all 
V A-guaranteed loans that are originated by 
mortgage lenders are placed in GNMA-MBS 
pools, and the securities backed by these 
pools are sold to a diverse group of private 
investors. Thus, a reduction in the GNMA
MBS credit ceiling would have an impact on 
the supply of mortgage money available to 
fund VA loans, and could reduce the avail
ability of credit to veterans seeking to pur
chase homes under the GI Bill home-loan 
program. 

It should be noted that increasing the 
commitment ceiling level would not increase 
budget outlays or the budget deficit since 
the GNMA-MBS program is entirely sup
ported by user fees. We urge you to keep 
these considerations in mind as you review 
this proposal. 

We would greatly appreciate your consid
eration of the concerns we have expressed 
in this letter in your deliberations on budget 
levels for veterans' programs. If you have 
questions regarding any matters that we 
have raised, please have members of your 
staff get in touch with the staff of the Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs. 

With warm personal regards, 
Cordially, 

ALAN K. SIMPSON, 
Chairman. 

ALAN CRANSTON, 
Ranking Minority Member. 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS, 

Washington, D.C., May 5, 1982. 
Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI, 
Chairman. 
Hon. ERNEST F. HOLLINGS, 
Ranking Minority Member, Committee on 

the Budget, U.S. Senate, Washington, 
D.C. 

DEAR PETE AND FRITZ: It has come to OUr 
attention that one of the options presently 
under consideration by your Committee for 
resolving the fiscal year 1983 budget im
passe is an across-the-board appropriations 
freeze at fiscal year 1982 levels for discre
tionary spending. We wish to convey to you 
our very great concern about such a course 
of action insofar as Function 700 is con
cerned. 

By far the Function 700 account that 
would be most affected by such an appro
priations freeze would be the medical care 
account, for which both the Administration 
and this Committee have recommended 
fiscal year 1983 budget authority of $7.5 bil
lion. You will recall that we have expressed 
to you on two recent occasions-in our 
March 8, 1982, report of budget views and 
estimates to your Committee and again in a 
letter dated March 31, 1982-our deep con
cern about the rather precarious funding 
situation facing the Veterans' Administra
tion's Department of Medicine and Surgery 
in both fiscal year 1982 and fiscal year 1983. 
We refer you to those materials, and on the 
basis thereof strongly recommend that the 
Budget Committee not include in the 
budget resolution levels that would require 

the Department of Medicine and Surgery to 
bear a reduction from the President's re
quested level-such as the $530 million re
duction that the freeze would entail-for 
fiscal year 1983. 

We are concerned also about the effect 
that such a freeze would have on funding 
for the V A's general operating expenses ac
count for fiscal year 1983. This account took 
a $26 million cut last year that it could ill 
afford, and we believe that the $53 million 
reduction resulting from a freeze would se
verely impair the V A's authority to adminis
ter effectively on a timely basis the broad 
range of benefits and services that the Con
gress has enacted to meet the needs of the 
Nation's veterans. 

For these reasons, we would request that 
if your Committee decides to pursue this 
freeze option, all discretionary spending in 
Function 700 be exempted. We note that 
there is precedent for such an exemption in 
appropriations actions taken last year with 
respect to the VA medical care account. 

We would also like to take this opportuni
ty to comment upon your April 13 response 
to our March 13 letter urging that your 
Committee not assume that CBO baseline 
estimates for Missions 3 <VA health-care 
and construction programs) and 5 (primarily 
VA management and administration) pro
vide adequately for the programs included 
in those missions. In the next-to-last para
graph of your letter, you noted that when 
our Committee's March 8 recommendations 
"are adjusted to take the most recent CBO 
estimates into account, the total [Veterans' 
Affairs] Committee recommendation is the 
same as the CBO current policy baseline for 
Function 700 ... " You go on to note that 
"the net effect is that [the Veterans' Af
fairs] Committee has recommended Func
tion 700 totals for fiscal year 1983 that are 
the same as the totals in the CBO baseline 
that we are using for markup." 

It is very important to note, however, that 
our Committee's recommendation is not a 
"current policy" recommendation and that 
the major reason our Committee's recom
mended overall l<,unction 700 totals <adjust
ed apparently to take into account CBO 
reestimates of Missions 1, 2, and 4 accounts) 
are the same as the CBO current policy 
baseline totals is that our Committee has 
recommended savings <of $150 million> not 
taken into account by those CBO totals 
while the CBO totals do not make adequate 
provision for Missions 3 and 5. Thus, we 
continue to believe that the points that we 
made in our March 31 letter are relevant 
and important and urge that you recom
mend no reductions in the President's total 
requests for fiscal year 1983 funding for 
Missions 3 and 5. 

We appreciate your consideration of our 
proposal. 

Sincerely, 
ALAN K. SIMPSON, 

Chairman. 
ALAN CRANSTON, 
Ranking Minority Member. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Thus, Mr. Presi
dent, as my good friend and colleagues 
from Florida (Mr. CHILES) and Maine 
<Mr. MITCHELL) have already empha
sized, there is no fat in this account as 
the President requested it be funded. 
Cuts here mean less health care for el
igible veterans. 

Thus, Mr. President, it is important 
to put some flesh on the bare bones 
that · the dollar figure that we are dis-
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cussing-the reduction of $129 million 
for VA medical care-represent. I do 
not have a precise analysis of the 
impact on the V A's Department of 
Medicine and Surgery if this amount 
iS not restored. We have barely had 
time to digest the figures ourselves, 
much less receive detailed information 
from the agency. However, it is possi
ble, on the basis of a very brief analy
sis provided by the Administrator in 
his May 18 response to a request by 
the Veterans' Affairs Committee 
chairman <Mr. SIMPSON), and me for 
the agency's view on the impact of the 
funding levels originally recommended 
by the Budget Committee, to translate 
the impersonal dollar figures into real 
people, botq VA employees and veter
an-patients, and then to consider the 
implications of not restoring the fiscal 
year 1983 funding level to the Presi
dent's level, as supported by the Veter
ans' Affairs Committee and the Ad
ministrator of Veterans' Affairs. 

Mr. President, in the area of VA 
health-care personnel, extrapolating 
from the analysis provided by the VA 
Administrator in his letter, if the 
pending amendment is not adopted 
and the agency dealt with the funding 
shortfall, in fiscal year 1983, by reduc
ing the number of its health-care em
ployees, the agency would have to lose 
over 5,500 employees. Such a loss, no 
matter how applied across the system, 
would be devastating. If most or all of 
the reductions were in direct-care pro
viders, the impact on the quality and 
quantity of health care provided to eli
gible veterans would be immediate. If 
the agency instead tried to meet this 
$129 million reduction through the 
elimination of support and indirect
care positions, the results would be 
very similar because many direct-care 
employees would be pulled away from 
actually providing care and instead 
would have to perform some of the 
other jobs-ranging from clerical jobs 
to cleaning tasks-that had been car
ried out by the employees who were 
let go. In either event, it is certain 
that an employment reduction of this 
magnitude would result in slower, less 
adequate health care being provided. 

Mr. President, compared to other 
health-care systems, the V A's is very 
thinly staffed, and there are few if any 
facilities in the system that could take 
any significant reductions in personnel 
levels and still deliver quality health 
care. Thus, I cannot help but believe 
that employee reductions of this mag
nitude would have to be met by closing 
entire wards, clinics, nursing homes, or 
other units and, probably, some entire 
facilities, and as my colleagues appre
ciate, the closing of VA health-care 
units and facilities would have very se
rious ramifications. The most serious 
result, of course, would be that the 
veterans-including those with dis
eases or disabilities incurred during 
their service-in the areas served by 

the facilities to be closed will lose cur
rently available access to VA health 
care. The service-connected veterans 
will continue to be eligible for care 
through the VA-on a fee-for-service 
basis which almost certainly will cost 
the Government more on a per-epi
sode basis than providing care through 
the V A-but those currently receiving 
care by virtue of being over 65 or being 
unable to defray the cost of the 
needed care will be left with no fur
ther access to VA care, a result that 
seems particularly ill-advised as other 
alternatives to VA care become more 
restrictive or expensive or both. I am 
unable to understand why we would 
want to endorse such a result. 

Mr. President, although obviously 
interrelated with employment reduc
tions, another way in which the VA 
might seek to deal with this reduced 
level of funding for fiscal year 1983 
that will result if the pending amend
ment is not adopted would be in reduc
tions in the actual number of veterans 
treated by the VA in fiscal year 1983. 
In this regard, the V A's earlier analy
sis indicates this option would result 
in over 40,000 fewer veterans being 
provided hospital care than the Presi
dent recommended in his budget if the 
agency has to operate at the Baker 
amendment's reduced level of funding. 
At no time-either during the Veter
ans' Affairs Committee's deliberations 
on the fiscal year 1983 budget or 
since-has there been any suggestion 
that the President's projections of the 
number of patients to be treated by 
the VA in fiscal year 1983 was inflated, 
inaccurate, or inappropriate. Nor has 
there been any suggestion that the VA 
would be treating veterans who did 
not need care. Thus, if the Chiles
Mitchell amendment is not adopted 
and the VA makes the necessary re
ductions in the area of inpatient work
load, VA hospital care will be provided 
to over 40,000 fewer eligible veterans 
who need that care. What is the possi
ble justification for such a result? 
Why should over 40,000 veterans in 
need of inpatient care be turned away? 
I do not have answers to those ques
tions, nor have I heard any satisfac
tory answers offered here today. 
. Mr. President, in a similar vein, if 
the pending amendment is not adopt
ed and the VA assigns all the $129 mil
lion reduction to the area of outpa
tient visits, the agency's analysis 
would yield a reduction of over 1% mil
lion fewer episodes of outpatient care 
being provided to veterans in fiscal 
year 1983 than was recommended by 
the President. 

I reject the notion that we should 
tell sick and disabled veterans in these 
vast numbers, "Sorry, you can't get 
treatment." The only basis for such 
denials of care would be the effort to 
reach a budget figure that has not 
been justified on any programmatic 
grounds. I recognize that the VA 

cannot treat all veterans for any and 
all diseases and disabilities and that, 
for that reason, the agency projects 
numbers of patients that will be seen 
in a given year. However, those projec
tions-which form the basis of the 
President's budget-are based on his
torical data and estimates based on ex
perience. What we would be doing by 
not adopting the pending amendment 
would be substituting projections that 
have no basis in fact or experience. 

I do not believe any of these ap
proaches are defensible approaches. 
These reductions would be totally ar
bitrary, and I urge my colleagues to 
reject them. 

MEDICAL CONSTRUCTION 

Mr. President, with respect to the 
VA's medical-facilities construction 
program, the Budget Committee pro
posal would reduce appropriations 
be~ow an already bare-bones level re
quested by the President for major 
and minor construction projects. It 
would cut $136.2 million in fiscal year 
1983 and freeze the resulting reduced 
level through fiscal year 1985. The 
Baker modification restores none of 
this funding. The effect of this reduc
tion is, according to the letter received 
from Administrator Nimmo yesterday, 
that, in fiscal year 1983 alone, four or 
five fully funded projects would be de
ferred or that only design-and not 
construction-funding would be 
sought for four or five planned 
projects and that these actions would 
be supplemented with reductions in 
nursing home projects, energy conser
vation, and the advance planning 
fund. 

The cost ineffectiveness of this 
shortsighted approach to the V A's 
construction program is overwhelm
ing. For each year that a construction 
project is postponed, the cost of the 
project increases by about 9 percent. 
That means, Mr. President that a 
delay for 3 years of $136.2 million in 
fiscal year 1983 construction projects 
will raise the cost of those projects to 
$176.4 million-a $40.2 million in
crease. It should also be stressed that 
that increase is experienced only from 
the postponement of fiscal year 1983 
projects and, since the V A's most 
recent 5-year construction plan shows 
$1.4 billion in major construction 
projects for each of fiscal years 1984 
and 1985-a level nearly four times the 
frozen budget authority level of $372.3 
million-it can be assumed that other 
planned construction, costing far, far 
more than the $136.2 million in con
struction projects affected in fiscal 
year 1983, would need to be postponed 
in fiscal year 1984 and fiscal year 1985 
and would result in further, enormous 
increases as a result of inflation. 

In connection with this approach of 
postponing and postponing again and 
again the bulk of planned VA medical 
construction projects, I would like to 
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emphasize the great importance of the 
VA of continuing to upgrade-and 
where necessary replace-its existing 
health-care facilities, many of which 
are antiquated and have reached or 
are reaching the point where they are 
no longer capable of functioning effec
tively and efficiently and providing a 
setting for providing the quality, 
modern medicine that our Nation's 
veterans need and deserve. 

For this fiscal year, 1982, budget 
constraints have already forced post
ponement of VA construction projects 
totaling more than $100 million. This 
process cannot go on and on. 

We cannot turn a blind eye to the 
consequences of continuing to impair 
the V A's construction program in the 
way that the Budget Committee and 
the Baker modification would require. 
Allowing real construction and renova
tion needs to go unmet year after year 
will produce rundown and outdated fa
cilities that are not fit for the provi
sion of quality health-care services. 

GENERAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

Mr. President, although the Baker 
modification would add $28.3 million 
to the level recommended by the 
Senate Budget Committee for the 
V A's general operating expenses, as a 
result of the pay absorption problem 
which I discussed a few moments ago, 
the Baker proposal still leaves a reduc
tion of $13.7 million. 

Since the general operating expenses 
account is a personnel-intensive one 
and much of the nonpayroll funding is 
nondiscretionary expenditures for 
office space, communications, and util
ities, a $13.7 million reduction could 
well, unless reversed, lead to staffing 
reductions in the form of RIF's, fur
loughs, and hiring freezes. Based on 
information provided in the Adminis
trator's letter of May 18-and extrapo
lating again as it was necessary to do 
in connection with the medical care 
account-it would appear that we 
could expect a reduction of about 500 
VA employees in fiscal year 1983 if the 
funding level is not increased to the 
level proposed in our amendment. 

The consequence of this reduction in 
personnel levels means slower claims 
processing, fewer services to veterans, 
and general disruption to a system 
that is already struggling to absorb re
ductions required by fiscal year 1982 
appropriations levels. 

CONCLUSION 

I appreciate the good sentiments and 
reassurances from my friend from Wy
oming. But somehow, I am not reas
sured. 

Generalities are fine, but you cannot 
build a budget out of fluff and good 
intentions. The numbers tell the 
truth. 

And the harsh reality of the num
bers being proposed in the Baker 
modification is that they add up to un
fairness for veterans, especially those 

who are disabled, service connected, 
sick, poor, and elderly. 

The Senate has a right to know 
what the implications are of the num
bers being proposed, and we are not 
getting that at all. Indeed, the Senate 
needs to know clearly what it is allo
cating to entitlements-compensation, 
pension, and the GI bill-and what it 
is allocating to the so-called discretion
ary appropriation accounts-principal
ly, medical care, medical research, con
struction, and general operating ex
penses. We must know this in order 
for the Senate's will be to reflected in 
the allocation to the Veterans' Affairs 
Committee made in the crosswalk in 
the explanatory statement accompa
nying the conference report on the 
first budget resolution. That is be
cause our committee is allocated only 
spending authority as defined in sec
tion 401(c)(2)(C) of the Budget Act, 
the so-called entitlement accounts, 
and not the appropriated accounts 
which are allocated to the Appropria
tions Committee only. 

So what is intended is the key, and 
the Baker modification clearly is posit
ed on theses-which I urge the Senate 
to reject-of depriving veterans of fair 
cost-of-living adjustments and provid
ing partial restorations for VA health
care programs. 

Mr. President, I would like to ad
dress these final closing remarks to my 
colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle. What Senators CHILES, MITCH
ELL, DECONCINI, RANDOLPH, and I and 
others have really been asking for in 
urging your support for this amend
ment is: 

Follow your President who request
ed these levels in his original budget. 

Follow your administrator of Veter
ans' Affairs who, in his May 18 letters 
to Senator SIMPSON and me, has stated 
that he continues to support the Presi
dent's levels. 

Follow all seven Republican mem
bers on the Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs who supported them in our 
committee's March budget recommen
dations for veterans' programs. It 
seems to me that this is not asking 
very much for the sake of the Nation's 
veterans-even though the President 
of the United States has now forsaken 
them by endorsing the Budget Com
mittee cuts-and I urge your support 
of this amendment. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I yield 4 
minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Hawaii. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Hawaii is recognized. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. President, 
as a member of the Committee on Vet
erans' Affairs, and as a cosponsor, I 
rise in support of the Chiles amend
ment to restore funding to the veter
ans function in the first concurrent 
budget resolution. 

As the distinguished sponsor of the 
amendment, the Senator from Florida 

<Mr. CHILES) and others have already 
stated, this amendment seeks only to 
restore funding for fiscal 1983 veter
ans programs to levels which are ade
quate and essential to the proper ad
ministration of these programs, as de
termined by the Veterans' Affairs 
Committee and, in most cases, the ad
ministration itself. 

At the outset, Mr. President, let me 
say that as a member of the Veterans' 
Affairs Committee, I welcome the 
changes in the veterans function con
tained in the Republican modification 
of the original Senate Budget Commit
tee budget resolution. This is, indeed, 
a step in the right direction and I com
mend the members on the other side 
of the aisle who were instrumental in 
convincing the Republican leadership 
of the wisdom and the pressing need 
for these changes. 

The level of veterans funding recom
mended by the Budget Committee in 
its original resolution was particularly 
disturbing to members of the Veter
ans' Affairs Committee and to the na
tional veterans organizations who 
thought that our committee had come 
up with a responsible and reasonable 
veterans budget compromise with the 
administration. 

I think it is safe to say that even the 
Veterans' Administration shuddered 
when, in response to a letter from the 
chairman and the ranking minority 
member of the Veterans' Affairs Com
mittee, it began to look into the poten
tial impact of the Budget Committee's 
proposals on veterans and veterans 
programs. 

The original budget resolution rec
ommended by the Budget Committee 
would have frozen cost-of-living in
creases for compensation received by 
service-connected disabled veterans 
and for pensions received by veterans 
and survivors of veterans who died 
from service-connected causes, many 
of whom depend upon these funds for 
survival. 

The original resolution would have 
made deep cuts in VA medical care ac
counts which would, in my judgment, 
have nearly crippled the VA health 
care system. by forcing the closing of 
numerous VA hospitals and clinics and 
by reducing health care staff. 

The original resolution would have 
cut deeply into the medical research 
account, which was cut substantially 
last year, thereby damaging ongoing 
research efforts. 

The original resolution would have 
also cut VA general operating funds 
far below the levels recommended by 
the Veterans' Affairs Committee and 
the administration, resulting in serious 
personnel, equipment purchasing and 
other operational problems for the 
VA. 

Unfortunately, Mr. President, al
though the modified budget resolution 
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addresses these problems to some 
extent, it has not gone far enough. 

First of all, the modification does 
not restore any money for veterans 
pension cost-of-living increases for 
fiscal 1983. This is disturbing, Mr. 
President, because many pensioners 
depend heavily on these checks to 
make ends meet during these tough 
economic times. It is even more dis
turbing because we would be, in effect, 
singling out veterans pensioners to 
carry a disproportionate burden of the 
budget cutting effort. In the modified 
budget resolution, we are giving cost
of-living increases to social security re
cipients, to supplemental security 
income recipients, and to veterans dis
ability compensation recipients. How 
can we then say that veterans pension 
recipients do not need a cost-of-living 
increase in the next fiscal year? Veter
ans pensioners, as well as disability 
compensation recipients, who have 
honorably and heroically served or 
sacrificed for their country, need and 
deserve these cost-of-living increases. 
The Chiles amendment would restore 
a cost-of-living increase to VA pension 
recipients in fiscal 1983. 

Second, in the critical medical care 
account, the modified budget resolu
tion falls short of restoring the Presi
dent's recommended level of health 
care funding by some $129 million. 
The authors of the modification failed 
to take into account the $148 million 
which the VA must absorb in pay raise 
costs. If the medical care account is re
quired to absorb the $129 million dif
ference, we run the risk of forcing the 
VA to curtail certain important medi
cal services to veterans. The Chiles 
amendment would restore adequate 
funding to the medical care account. 

Third, the modified resolution falls 
short by some $13 million of the Presi
dent's recommendation for VA general 
operating expenses <GOE>. It is impor
tant that this difference be made up in 
order to enable the VA to adequately 
staff, equip, and operate VA hospitals 
and clinics. The Chiles amendment 
would restore that amount and the 
President's mark in the GOE account. 

Fourth, in the VA construction ac
count, the modification makes no 
change from the original resolution 
which was set at $136 million below 
the President's request in construction 
appropriations. In my view, Mr. Presi
dent, a cut of this magnitude in new 
VA medical facility construction is un
warranted, unjustified, and just plain 
shortsighted. It will be a major set
back to the VA's long-running effort 
to upgrade the quality of the medical 
care it provides to veterans in every 
part of the country. As as member of 
the Veterans' Affairs Committee, I 
have heard testimony that indicates 
that a number of VA facilities around 
the country are getting old and out
moded. They do not have the room or 
the physical capacity to hold much of 

the new, modem medical equipment 
which should be available to treat vet
erans. As a consequence, veterans 
going to these hospitals are not receiv
ing the best and most comprehensive 
care to which they are entitled. Major 
cuts in new construction such as those 
proposed in both the original and 
modified budget resolutions will only 
perpetuate this problem and lower the 
overall quality of veterans health care. 
The Chiles amendment, Mr. President, 
would restore what the administration 
and the Senate Veterans' Affairs Com
mittee believes to be a reasonable con
struction budget for the V A-one that 
will permit the necessary moderniza
tion of the VA health care system. 

Mr. President, apart from the imme
diate needs of the Veterans' Adminis
tration, we must look beyond the next 
fiscal year, and the year after that, 
and even the year after that. As we 
stand here on this floor making judg
ments on funding levels for VA medi
cal care, for health care staffing, for 
medical equipment purchases, for the 
construction of new hospitals and clin
ics, we must look at veterans needs in 
a broader perspective. We must look at 
our future obligations to veterans, at 
the future needs of veterans in term of 
health care, as we make these crucial 
budgetary decisions. In short, Mr. 
President, we must not be shortsight
ed where the veterans of this Nation 
are concemed. 

The fact of the matter is, Mr. Presi
dent, that we will, in the coming years, 
be faced with a greatly increased 
demand for VA medical care. We must 
face this fact. It is real, it is acknowl
edged by the Veterans' Administra
tion, and it will be upon us sooner 
than we think. 

For the benefit of my colleagues, let 
me recite a few statistics about veter
ans that are crucial to this debate, but 
which, I believe, are not being heeded. 

It is a fact that over the next decade, 
most of the 12.6 million veterans of 
World War II, now averaging 59.1 
years of age, will be 65 years of age or 
older. According to the Veterans' Ad
ministration, veterans over 65 need 
five times-! repeat-five times as 
much _health care overall than those 
under 65. 

Every 5 years after 1985, another 4 
to 5 million veterans will join the over-
65 group, and, by 1995, there will be an 
estimated 8,043,000 veterans over age 
65, a figure which is nearly triple the 
1980 level. 

VA officials predict that as a result, 
the demand for VA hospital facilities 
for patients over 65 will jump by 
11,000 beds-1 repeat-11,000 beds over 
the next 6 years. And the number of 
veterans needing nursing home care is 
projected to soar from 120,000 in 1980 
to 272,000 by the year 2000. 

In view of these sobering statistics, 
Mr. President, rather than reducing 
funding for VA health care, rather 

than cutting back on VA health care 
facility construction, we ought to be 
planning for the future health care 
needs of our veterans and funding 
what needs to be funded, to make sure 
that when the time comes-and it's 
coming fast, Mr. President-the Veter
ans' Administration will have the ca
pability to meet the needs of veterans. 
For our own national security we must 
look upon care of our veterans as part 
of our national defense effort. 

We can do just that, Mr. President, 
by taking the only responsible course 
available to us, and that is to approve 
the Chiles amendment which will 
bring the funding of the veterans 
function in the modified budget reso
lution to levels which are adequate for 
the care of our Nation's veterans now 
and in the future. 

I urge the adoption of the Chiles 
amendment. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, how 
much time does the Senator from 
Florida have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Florida has 5 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. CHILES. I yield 2 minutes to 
the Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. DECONCINI. I thank the Sena
tor from Florida. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to be a 
cosponsor of the Chiles amendment. 
As Senator CHILES has already noted, 
this amendment would simply restore 
to function 700 the levels of funding 
that were recommended in the Presi
dent's budget for the Veterans' Ad
ministration and that were unani
mously approved by the Senate Veter
ans' Affairs Committee. 

Although the substitute budget 
before us now represents an improve
ment over the original Domenici 
budget vis-a-vis veterans, it remains in
adequate. The substitute restores $600 
million in fiscal year 1983 budget au
thority, and $500 million in outlays, 
but it falls far short of the $1.3 billion 
in budget authority and $1.1 billion in 
budget outlays which would be re
quired to achieve the President's, as 
well as the Senate Veterans' Affairs 
Committee's, recommended funding 
levels. The substitute restores funding 
for VA medical care, medical research, 
general operating expenses, and would 
provide for a 4-percent cost-of-living 
increase for severely disabled veter
ans-those rated 70 percent or more. 

It does not, however, restore recom
mended funding levels for VA medical 
construction; it does not provide for a 
cost-of-living increase for most dis
abled veterans in fiscal year 1983; it 
does not provide an adequate inflation 
adjustment for pension recipients; and 
it does not provide for a cost-of-living 
increase for survivors of veterans who 
died of service-connected causes. This 
is simply unacceptable in my view. 
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I commend Senator CHILES for the 

battle he waged in the Budget Com
mittee and is now waging on the 
Senate floor to preserve essential 
funding for vital VA programs, and I 
am pleased to join him in this endeav
or. 

As I have indicated on many occa
sions, this is not the time to reduce 
our commitment to VA medical con
struction. World War II veterans are 
rapidly approaching the age of 65, at 
which point they will have eligibility 
for VA care. The VA medical centers 
in my State are already overburdened 
and understaffed. They will clearly 
not be able to meet the health care de
mands of our elderly veterans if 
planned construction does not proceed 
on schedule. 

The elimination of cost-of-living in
creases for most disabled veterans and 
the inadequate increase for pension re
cipients in fiscal year 1983, and the 
capping of those COLA's at 4 percent 
in fiscal years 1984 and 1985 is, very 
simply, inequitable and unfair. 

As you know social security disabil
ity recipients will be receiving a 7.4 
percent COLA on June 1. Supplemen
tal security income recipients will also 
be receiving an inflation adjustment in 
their benefits. How can we deny those 
same increases for their veteran coun
terparts? 

I strongly support Senator CHILES 
efforts to provide equal treatment for 
veterans. His amendment provides for 
a 7.4 percent increase for cost-of-living 
increases for veterans' compensation 
and pension recipients, and for the 
survivors of veterans who died of serv
ice-connected causes. If the Chiles 
amendment is not adopted, I intend to 
offer that portion of the pending 
amendment that deals with the COLA 
issue. It is an issue of paramount im
portance to millions of disabled veter
ans and wartime needy and elderly 
veterans. It is an issue which merits 
separate consideration by this body. 

Although I shall continue my efforts 
to balance the budget, I believe that 
veterans are a very special category of 
citizens. They served their country 
with every expectation that promised 
services and benefits would be hon
ored. This is a national obligation and 
I urge my colleagues to adopt the 
Chiles amendment. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I sup
port the amendment submitted by 
Senator CHILES. 

Our veterans health care system is 
more than just a general provider of 
health care. It provides additional 
services such as general and specialty 
clinics, research centers, nursing 
homes, an integrated system of teach
ing hospitals, and other facilities that 
provide a broad range of inpatient and 
outpatient health-care services. We 
have 30.1 million eligible veterans in 
the United States who can make use 
of these services through the use of 

172 hospitals, 228 outpatient clinics, 92 
nursing homes, and 16 domiciliary fa
cilities. It is vitally important that we 
continue to support and wherever pos
sible, expand these services to those 
veterans who are eligible for VA treat
ment and health care. 

In Arkansas alone we have 280,000 
veterans of which 26,000 have service
connected disabilities. Our three hos
pitals serving these Arkansas veterans 
are located in Little Rock, North Little 
Rock, and Fayetteville. The Little 
Rock Veterans Hospital experienced 
160,000 outpatient visits last year and 
provided medical services for another 
19,000 veterans on an inpatient basis. 
At the present time there are 1,300 
veterans being treated in that facility. 

Veterans programs have been the 
target of a substantial portion of pro
posed budget cuts over the past few 
years, yet I can not think of a more 
appropriate group of Americans to re
ceive Federal benefits than those who 
hav·e honored and defended the rights 
and freedoms that all of us experience 
on a daily basis. They have served this 
country. They have sacrificed. We all 
share an obligation and a commitment 
to assure that their response to our 
country's needs is not forgotten. The 
debt that we owe them goes far 
beyond a line item in this budget. 

I recognize that total Government 
spending must be reduced and I will 
support efforts to cut "Government 
waste." Veterans programs, however, 
serve people in a direct and important 
way and reductions in this area would 
mean that the Government is not hon
oring its commitments. We must not 
let this happen. 

I urge support for Senator CHILES' 
amendment to restore these funds and 
to reinforce the obligation that we owe 
our Nation's veterans. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. 

I listened with interest to the distin
guished Budget Committee chairman 
when he said that he hoped the chair
man of the Veterans' Affairs Commit
tee, Mr. SIMPSON, could tell us that he 
would be able to restore all of the pay 
to all of the veterans who are disabled 
and not just the ones who are 70 per
cent disabled. 

When I heard that, it piqued my 
hope. I listened with interest to the 
distinguished chairman of the Veter
ans' Affairs Committee. I heard at the 
close of his remarks that there was 
the flexibility within the Committee 
to be able to make such changes. 

But, Mr. President, I do not think we 
should be deluded to the fact that 
there is that kind of possibility. We 
are talking about, under the numbers 
that are now before us, we are talking 
about 2 million disabled veterans will 
be cut and will not receive a cost-of
living adjustment. Those are 2 million 
disabled American veterans. All the 
Republican modification restored was 

$442 million out of a $3.33 billion cut 
in disability compensation. So the res
olution is still almost $3 billion short 
of what is needed to pay those costs. 
That is one-eighth of all Veterans 
funds that will be cut. So I do not 
think there is going to be any way 
that we could restore COLA's for com
pensation unless my amendment is 
adopted. But we are told that these 
people have to just kind of take their 
cuts and it is necessary for them to do 
so and that we will bust this budget. 

You know, we could put this money 
back in without hurting the deficit at 
all, if we simply were at the figure of 
revenue increases of $125 billion, the 
figure which chairman DoMENICI first 
proposed, which the bipartisan "Gang 
of Seventeen" had sort of agreed to, 
and the figure that the President was 
ready to accept. This would not in
crease the deficit one bit, would not 
touch it one bit, if we had that mini
mum level of revenues available to 
meet those critical needs. 

But you are saying to the 2 million 
disabled American veterans that are 
anywhere from 69 percent disabled on 
down: "We're not going to be able to 
give you your cost-of-living adjust
ment. We are going to give it to all the 
social security recipients, food stamp 
recipients, and SSI recipients, but 
you're a veteran and you're not going 
to get it. You have to take your share 
of the load. So just buckle up, Buddy, 
and get ready to take your share of 
the load." 

The funding in our amendment is a 
number that the distinguished chair
man of the Veterans Affairs Commit
tee had recommended earlier. The 
number that we are talking about is 
his number. But things have changed 
since then. 

What has changed is, instead of rais
ing 125 billion dollars worth of reve
nue, which was agreed to, you decided 
to raise only $95 billion. What is 
changed is we have decided that we 
are going to take out the illusory 
social security cuts and the real defi
cits are going to show up at unaccept
ably high levels. 

Mr. President, I will make two other 
points. One is that last year, when we 
had this big debate, we debated time 
after time on minimum social security 
payments. Those on this side of the 
aisle kept saying, time after time, 
"That is going to be restored before 
this is over." I really think that what 
we are talking about now is the same 
thing we were talking about last time 
with minimum social security. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time Senator has yielded himself has 
expired. 

Mr. CHILES. I yield myself the re
mainder of the time. 

I just predict that before this is over 
we are going to take care of our dis
abled American veterans. I will bet 
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you the package that is now working
remember Gramm-Latta came along, 
and after we had all t hese fights over 
here and our colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle, the Republicans 
voted to cut the veterans time after 
time, Graham-Latta came along. The 
President joined with them and, boom, 
they put the money for veterans back 
in. We have the "Boll Weevils" moving 
and they are moving with the "Gypsy 
Moths" and t hey are moving with t he 
Republicans and we have got a pack
age. What I am saying is before it is 
over t hey are going to put this money 
back. When you begin to find out who 
the 2 million disabled veterans are 
who you are cut ting, you will want to 
put t he money back, just like what 
happened when you realized your min
imum benefit cut was hitting nuns and 
widows. 

I would say to my friends on the 
other side of the aisle that I t hink we 
ought to do what is right now, t onight, 
and take care of these 2 million dis
abled American veterans. Do not let it 
just be done in the other House by the 
"Boll Weevils" and the "Gypsy 
Moths" and the Gramm-Latt as over 
there. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. DOMENICI. Does t he Senator 

from Kansas desire to speak? We have 
4 minutes remaining. I believe the 
chairman of t he committee wanted 1 
minute. I will yield 3 minutes to the 
Senat or from Kansas and the last 
minute to Senator SIMPSON. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the Sena
tor from Kansas will just take a couple 
of minutes. Somebody mentioned SSI 
and how they are going to get an in
crease. But I might say that t h e single 
recipient veteran's pension averaged 
about $413 a month and SSI is $264 a 
month. A veteran's basic pension bene
fit is 56 percent higher than the SSI 
benefit for single recipients and 36 
percent higher for recipients wit h one 
dependent. 

It just seems to me that, for all the 
reasons stated-and again I am not a 
member of the Vet erans' Commit t ee, 
but I have been a service officer in the 
American Legion, Disabled American 
Veterans, and the VFW for a good 
many years of my lifetime t r ying to 
help disabled veterans. I do not know 
of any group more pat riotic and more 
concerned about the future of their 
country than veterans. 

I listened with interest to the Sena
tor from Wyoming. I know some of the 
professionals in the veterans organiza
t ions are going t o t ry to get more than 
we can afford. In fact, last year the 
Senator from Kansas had the t emerity 
to vote against the veterans and he re
ceived a very nast y letter from a na
t ional veterans organization that had 
contributed to my campaign. Appar
ently they thought that because of 

their contribution I should vote their 
way. I sent the contribution back. 

The VFW people in my State are 
still my friends. But you cannot satisfy 
the representatives of veterans. They 
are not here to be satisfied. They are 
like any other special interest group. 

It just seems to me we are looking at 
how we equitably balance the need for 
reductions in spending and still pro
vide for our veterans. As the Senator 
from Wyoming will tell you, we did 
not do badly last year in increases. 
This Senator does not believe this 
budget compromise will impact ad
versely on any seriously disabled veter
ans; 70 percent or more are still going 
to be taken care of. I think Americans 
veterans want to do their part and be 
part of the team working to restore 
our economy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
yield the remaining time to the distin
guished chairman o{ the Veterans Af
fairs Committee, Senator SIMPSON. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, aft er 
those remarks of Senator DoLE, really 
a man who has given not just time to 
this country but part of his very per
sonhood to this country, I think you 
want to listen to that. It is kind of in
teresting. We have these tough choices 
coming up. 

I am always interest ed in t he debate 
because it is always the same. We 
always take care of our veterans be
cause we always have and we always 
will. 

If anyone tells you that we are 
taking the hospital beds and tipping 
them up on their heads and throwing 
them out on the floor of the hospital, 
t ry not to listen to that. That is the 
kind of stuff I have t o wade through 
as chairman of the Senate Veterans' 
Affairs Committee-and "wade" is the 
word. At least t hey are cleaning up 
some of their letters that t hey send up 
to the membership which are often 
tinged between the absolute most bi
zarre and ghastely experiences. 

One went out to the membership 
that said: 

T h e veteran is lying in h is bed paralyzed. 
The food is on the t able across t h e room, 
slowly getting cold because he can't get t o it 
because there is nobody working there in 
that ward. 

That is, as I say, t he kind of stuff I 
have to wade through in this business. 

So the tough choices are here. But I 
can promise you one thing. I will bet 
you-well, I will not bet you. I will not 
do that. I will just say to you that I 
am rather sure that in a budget of $26 
billion that we will find enough bucks 
to go around to take care of every vet
eran in the United States, and proper
ly so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. P resident, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 

the RECORD two tables that show that 
over the last 4 years veterans have lost 
in their real growth, and in the next 4 
out of the 5 years they will also lose in 
real growth even under the amend
ment being considered. These tables 
were prepared by the staff of the 
Senate Budget Committee for our 
workup. Despite all the talk here to
night about how much power the vet
erans have, veterans' funding has 
simply not kept up with inflation. In 
real terms it declined 8 percent in 
1977, 2 percent in 1978, 3 percent in 
1979, and another 2 percent in 1980. It 
then fell 1 percent in 1981 and 3 per
cent in 1982. Add that all up, and it 
has fallen 18 percent behind inflation 
in the last 6 years. And even if we re
stored all the cuts back to the base
line, veterans' funding would decline 
another 3 percent in real terms next 
year. So, Mr. President, I am just not 
convinced that we are spending a dis
proportionate share of the budget for 
veterans' benefits. The real needs keep 
going up as more and more veterans 
reach retirement age. The Nat ion has 
a responsibility to those who gave up 
their health in its service, and we 
should provide the funds to meet that 
responsibility. 

There being no objection, the tables 
were ordered to be printed in the 
REcORD, as follows: 

TABLE I.-FUNCTION 700: VETERANS BENEFITS AND 
SERVICES 

[Historical data outlays in billions of dollars] 

Major program 
Actual fiscal year-

1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 

Veterans compensation ......................... ........ S5.2 $5.7 $6.2 $6.7 
Veterans pensions ........................................ 2.9 3.1 3.2 3.5 
Veterans education, training, ana rehabili-

talion ........................................................ 5.5 3.7 3.4 2.8 
Hospital and medical care for veterans ........ 4.0 4.7 5.3 5.6 
All other ...... ............................ .... .............. 0.8 0.8 1.0 1.3 

Total function ...................................... 18.4 18.0 19.0 19.9 

Nominal growth (percent) ........................... 11 - 2 6 5 
Real growth (percent) ................................. 6 - 8 -2 - 3 

Source: U.S. Senate Budget Committee. 

TABLE 11.-FUNCTION 700: VETERANS BENEFITS AND 
SERVICES 

[Historical data outlays in billions of dollars] 

$7.4 
3.6 

2.3 
6.5 
1.3 

21.2 

7 
- 2 

Ac- CBO baseline projections; 
tual fiscal year-

Major program fiscal 

l~! 1982 1983 1984 1985 

Veterans compensation .......... ....................... $8.4 
Veterans pensions ............................ ............. 3.8 
Veterans education, training, and rehabili-

tation........................................................ 2.3 
Hospital and medical care for veterans ........ 7.0 

$9.5 $10.3 $11.1 $12.0 
3.6 3.6 3.6 3.7 

1.9 1.4 1.1 0.8 
7.5 8.1 8.4 8.7 
1.3 1.3 1.4 1.7 All other........................................................ 1.6 

--------
Total function ...................................... 23.0 23.8 24.7 25.6 26.9 

====== 
3 4 

- 3 - 3 

Source: U.S. Senate Budget Committee. 

5 
- 1 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join my distinguished col-
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league from Florida, Senator CHILES, 
in cosponsoring an amendment to rein
state the cost-of-living adjustment for 
recipients of veterans pensions and 
compensation benefits, and to restore 
sufficient funds to the Veterans' Ad
ministration to allow the VA to pro
vide adequate medical care for our Na
tion's veterans. 

Over the years, we have called for 
and received great sacrifices from our 
men and women in uniform. At a time 
when an increasing number of our vet
erans are in need of medical care, we 
must not deny adequate resources to 
staff Veterans' Administration hospi
tals, clinics, and nursing homes. It is 
also equally important that we not 
reduce the pensions and/or compensa
tion benefits that a number of our vet
erans are solely dependent on for sub
sistence. 

Mr. President, I know that like all 
Americans, veterans suffer from the 
same ravaging inflation as all of us, 
and stand ready to join in the national 
effort to bring a halt to inflation and 
reduce Federal spending. However, we 
should not now shift our national obli
gations and responsibilities to our vet
erans by reducing medical care and 
pension and compensation benefits. I 
would like to remind my colleagues 
that the benefits received by our vet
erans were earned as a result of their 
unselfish service to our country. It 
would be a national disgrace to renege 
on our commitments to our veterans, 
and expect a new generation of Ameri
cans to answer the call of this country 
in the future. 

However, incredible as it is, the 
Budget Committee has recommended 
a substantial reduction in medical ben
efits provided by the Veterans' Admin
istration, and no COLA for veterans 
with disabilities rated below 70 per
cent and pension recipients. Mr. Presi
dent, this is an outrage and I cannot 
endorse such a proposal that will in
variably result in reduced medical care 
and promised economic benefits for 
the most needy of our veterans. 

Mr. President, there are currently 30 
million veterans in the United States, 
10 percent of whom are over the age 
of 65. Further, 12.9 million of our 
World War II veterans are over the 
age of 62. Mr. President, many of 
these veterans have nowhere to look 
but the Veterans' Administration for 
health care, and I find it difficult to 
comprehend how we can now consider 
reducing funding for VA medical fa
cilities. 

If the committee's recommendations 
are approved, the Veterans' Adminis
tration would have to eliminate nearly 
13,000 medical personnel and 4,200 
beds, or 7 ,600-bed hospital over the 
next 3 years. This would also require 
canceling the activation of 76 hospi
tals, outpatient clinics, and nursng 
home facilities scheduled for opening 
during 1983. This needlessly endangers 

the quality and quantity of medical 
care the Veterans' Administration will 
be able to provide our veterans in the 
immediate future. 

Further, approximately 2.3 millon 
veterans receive compensation bene
fits for service-connected disabilities. 
In addition, nearly 1. 7 million veterans 
or their survivors receive pensions 
from the Veteran' Administration. 
These veterans are 100 percent dis
abled and solely dependent upon their 
pensions for subsistence. Yet, the com
mittee has recommended that 1.9 mil
lion of the service-connected disabled 
veterans; 400,000 survivors of service
connected veterans; and 1. 7 million 
pension recipients receive no COLA 
during the next year. Again, I find it 
hard to believe that we are attempting 
to transfer our economic troubles to 
those who have sacrificed at the ex
pense of their own well-being for our 
Nation, and are now in dire need of 
economic assistance. 

Mr. President, I urge all of my col
leagues to join me in rejecting the 
committee's recommendation to cut 
medical care and freeze COLA's for 
our veterans, and to support the 
Chiles amendment. Failure to do so 
will not only inflict needless hardship 
on those who have already paid an 
enormous price for our freedom, but 
will also reduce the confidence of our 
young people in our sincerity and abil
ity to maintain our commitments for 
future veterans. 

I commend Senator CHILES for offer
ing this amendment and urge its adop
tion. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I note 
that the pending amendment would 
change the reconciliation instructions 
to the Veterans' Affairs Committee so 
as not to restrict the committee to rec
ommending savings in entitlement ac
counts only. I was very sympathetic to 
this part of the pending amendment 
of the distinguished Senator from 
Florida. And before this amendment is 
fully debated, I would like to clarify 
my understanding of this matter with 
the distinguished chairman of the 
Senate Budget Committee. I would 
wish to focus on this matter which was 
not fully addressed in the technical 
correction which was made to the 
modified budget resolution submitted 
yesterday. In our discussions the 
chairman has made clear to me that 
he does not wish to change the recon
ciliation instructions to the Veterans' 
Affairs Committee. My specific con
cern is with the language found on 
page 27 at lines 10 and 11, as follows: 
"which provides spending authority as 
defined in section 401<c)(2)(C) of 
Public Law 93-334." This language ap
pears to restrict reconciliation changes 
to entitlements only. 

However, if the chairman of the 
Budget Committee would agree that 
the Veterans' Committee is able to act 
with sufficient latitude to allow the 

committee to determine the amounts 
which could be saved either by in
creasing receipts or reducing entitle
ments, the language change would not 
be essential to me. I simply wish to be 
reassured by the distinguished Sena
tor from New Mexico that the Budget 
Committee agrees that savings the 
Veterans' Affairs Committee would 
recommend to meet our reconciliation 
instructions could be accomplished 
through offsetting receipts or entitle
ments, at our discretion, as long as the 
changes we recommend would satisfy 
the dollar amounts contained in our 
reconciliation instructions. Mr. Chair
man, is this correct? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, in 
my opinion, the answer to the Sena
tor's question is yes. The Veterans' Af
fairs Committee has broad flexibility 
in determining how to fulfill its recon
ciliation obligations under this resolu
tion. It can do that through changes 
in pension laws or in laws affecting 
other VA accounts. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I rise in support of the amend
ment offered by the distinguished 
Senator from Florida <Mr. CHILES), to 
restore funding for veterans cost-of
living adjustments and for veterans 
health care. It is particularly impor
tant to note what this amendment 
does regarding an equitable COLA for 
disabled veterans. 

The Republican modification of the 
budget resolution assumes the elimina
tion of COLA for most disabled veter
ans. It restricts the eligible veteran 
population very severely, by granting 
only a 4-percent COLA to those veter
ans who are 70 percent disabled. Thus, 
only 12 percent of disabled veterans 
would be eligible for this reduced 
COLA. 

Yet social security recipients will re
ceive their 7.4 percent COLA in July. 
Is this fair to veterans? It is inequita
ble on the face of it. It is unfair. This 
arbitrary singling out of disabled 
American veterans for a reduced 
COLA is a disgrace we ought to correct 
before the budget resolution goes any 
further. 

The veterans of America fulfilled 
their commitment, and disabled veter
ans sacrificed for their country. We 
ought to at least return their commit
ment by giving them the same cost-of
living adjustment we are providing for 
social security recipients. 

I urge the adoption of the Chiles 
amendment. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
rise in strong support of the amend
ment offered by the Senator from 
Florida, Senator CHILES, and the Sena
tor from Maine, Senator MITCHELL, to 
restore funds to veterans' programs. 
This amendment would provide for 
full cost-of-living adjustments for vet
erans' pensions and disability compen-
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sation payments and it would restore 
funds to veterans' health programs. 

The budget resolution before us 
eliminates the annual cost-of-living ad
justment for over 2 million disabled 
veterans and those who are low 
income and retired and receive a pen
sion. It precludes veterans with up to 
70 percent disability from receiving 
the annual adjustment in their com
pensation payment. These are men 
and women who served their country 
and suffered serious injury performing 
this duty. Mr. Sherman Roodzont, the 
national commander of the Disabled 
Veterans, points out that those veter
ans who will be prevented from receiv
ing a cost-of-living adjustment would 
include veterans who have had an arm 
or leg amputated as a result of their 
service. Veterans who are considered 
over 70 percent disabled would receive 
a 4-percent adjustment under the 
budget proposal before us. 

This budget proposal would also pre
vent veterans on a pension from re
ceiving an annual adjustment to ac
commodate the cost-of-living increase. 
The recipients of these pensions are 
low-income retired veterans. Many 
times the pension they receive is their 
only source of income. At this time of 
economic hardship many of our veter
ans would find it impossible to meet 
their living needs without the adjust
ment. The amendment put forward by 
Senator CHILES and Senator MITCHELL 
would provide a full cost-of-living in
crease for our disabled veterans and 
those receiving a pension. 

This amendment would also restore 
funds to the programs that meet the 
medical needs of the veteran. The 
budget resolution does not even pro
vide adequate funds for the adminis
tration of veterans' hospitals and clin
ics to continue current service levels 
by approximately $700 million. We are 
at a time when the veteran population 
is getting older and their health needs 
increasing. We should certainly not 
address that need by severely reducing 
the funds that will enable us to pro
vide adequate health services to our 
veterans. 

It is incredible, Mr. President, that it 
is proposed to treat brave and coura
geous men and women who have sacri
ficed so much for their country in this 
unfair way. I urge my colleagues to 
support this amendment that would 
provide a full cost-of-living adjustment 
to our veterans and restore funds to 
the health service programs. 

KEEPING OUR COMMITMENT TO VETERANS 
REQUIRES MORE THAN MERE WORDS 

Mr. President, so often throughout 
this past year I have sat here on the 
floor and listened to my colleagues
both Democrats and Republicans-rise 
one by one to praise the sacrifices 
which our Nation's veterans paid to 
insure the freedom which all Ameri
cans enjoy today. On many occasions, 
I have joined in such statements-

both here and in Delaware-because it 
is important to continually remind the 
Nation lest we forget. Many veterans 
are still paying for their service to the 
Nation. I speak of the 2.3 million dis
abled veterans and their families. I 
also speak of the tens of thousands of 
unemployed Vietnam-era veterans 
who are seeking nothing more than a 
place in the society they risked their 
lives for just a few years ago. 

Unfortunately, many of my col
leagues who are so quick to praise our 
Nation's veterans are unwilling to cast 
their votes in behalf of those same vet
erans. On a least five occasions last 
year, the Senate was faced with the 
decision of whether to restore funding 
for Veterans' Administration programs 
which were cut by President Reagan. 
On each vote, the veterans of our 
Nation lost. Yet the speeches on 
behalf of our veterans have not less
ened. If anything, they have increased. 

When President Reagan announced 
his budget for the year beginning Oc
tober 1, 1982, in February, I was ap
palled at his recommendation that vet
erans with service-connected disabil
ities rated less than 50 percent would 
lose their dependency benefits while 
those who are between 60 and 90 per
cent disabled and are unemployable 
would lose the 100-percent compensa
tion benefit they currently receive if 
they also receive help from other Fed
eral programs. 

Overall, the President's original 
budget requested a total of $24.4 bil
lion for the Veterans' Administration 
or $300 million less than the amount 
needed to allow existing programs to 
keep pace with inflation. Then 2 weeks 
ago, the Republican majority on the 
Senate Budget Committee voted to 
adopt the so-called Domenici-Reagan 
compromise. This compromise be
tween the President and the chairman 
of the Senate Budget Committee, Sen
ator DoMENICI, provided only $22.7 bil
lion for the Veterans' Administration 
or $1.7 billion less than the President's 
original budget request which was al
ready $300 million less than was 
needed. I voted no to this "compro
mise". I am willing to work with the 
President to reach a true compromise 
which will reduce the deficit. But I am 
not willing to do so, if it means aban
doning the commitment to our veter
ans-especially those with service-con
nected disabilities when other alterna
tives exist. 

This $1.7 billion cut which is 7-per
cent less than the President's original 
request would be achieved by eliminat
ing the 7.4-percent cost-of-living ad
justment for both the compensation 
and pension programs this year, an ad
justment which was scheduled to be 
made beginning July 1 for those re
ceiving pensions, and on October 1 for 
those receiving compensation. In addi
tion, $300 million of the $1.7 billion 
cut would come from the Veterans' 

Administration's health care pro
grams. Not only is this compromise 
unacceptable, it is unconscionable. Yet 
when Senator CHILES and I sought to 
restore these funds to the amount 
needed to just keep pace with infla
tion, we lost on a vote of 4 to 10. 

Then yesterday, a new Republican 
compromise was revealed. We were 
told that funds were being restored to 
the Veterans' Administration. Yet 
when the details were finally revealed, 
we found that only $400 million of the 
$1.7 billion which had been cut was 
being restored. What did this $400 mil
lion provide? Little more than a 4-per
cent cost-of-living adjustment to veter
ans whose service-connected disabil
ities are rated 70 percent or more; 4 
percent-not the 7.4 percent which 
those veterans were expecting. Even 
more disturbing was the fact that vet
erans rated less than 70 percent would 
receive no COLA. Neither would any 
veteran currently receiving a pension 
even though by law their benefits 
were to be adjusted 7.4 percent on 
July 1. Finally, yesterday's amend
ment provided few funds to cover the 
shortfall in the Veterans' Administra
tion's health care accounts. Once 
again; we heard a few good speeches 
but no real support for our Nation's 
veterans. 

Now we are about to take another 
vote. Once again I have joined with 
Senator CHILES and Senator CRANSTON 
to cosponsor an amendment seeking to 
restore cuts which President Reagan 
has insisted upon. While another year 
has come and gone, the debate merely 
continues. 

This amendment would provide the 
Veterans' Administration $24.4 billion. 
This is the amount which it needs just 
to keep existing programs at the same 
level as last year. It is not an increase. 
It is just holding the line. I hope a ma
jority of my colleagues join with me 
tonight to express their support for 
our veterans in a concrete way rather 
than mere words. 

Our veterans deserve more. 
(UP AMENDMENT NO. 976) 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, 
before the majority leader offered his 
party's revised budget we had an
nounced our intention to seek a resto
ration of $300 million in veterans' 
health funding for fiscal 1983. I am 
pleased to see a change of heart in my 
colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle. They now recognize the impor
tance of veterans' health funding and 
have themselves restored most of 
those moneys. These funds are a por
tion of the commitment this Nation 
has made to its soldiers, sailors, and 
airmen. We must not go back on this 
commitment. 

The men and women who have 
served in the Armed Forces of this 
Nation deserve decent medical sup
port. The mechanism now in place to 
provide this support is the Veterans' 
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Administration hospital system. Veter
ans' hospitals are badly in need of im
provements. Last month I visited the 
outstanding veterans' hospital in East 
Orange, N.J. The hospital staff is 
quite capable and provides good serv
ice to the veterans of my State with 
the resources available. But, Mr. Presi
dent, these resources are barely suffi
cient. The facility has no central air 
conditioning and the onset of summer 
weather brings severe discomfort to 
the patients in the hospital. The fire 
alarm system is old and inadequate, 
posing a potential threat to the staff 
and patients in the event of fire. Park
ing facilities are atrocious, jeopardiz
ing many of the hospital's outreach 
activities directed especially toward 
Vietnam veterans. The new additions 
to the budget will help remedy these 
kinds of problems around the country. 

Mr. President, there is another 
reason why we should honor the com
mitment to veterans health: that is 
our commitment to the soldiers, sail
ors, and airmen of tomorrow. Many 
Americans are eager to avoid the need 
to coerce young people into the Armed 
Forces. We would rather have our 
military manpower requirements met 
by young people who seek challenge, 
public service, and the respect afford
ed the military profession. To achieve 
this goal, we must make military serv
ice worthwhile, we must make the 
military experience challenging and 
exciting; we must pay soldiers, sailors, 
and airmen an attractive wage; we 
must help those recruits who do not 
pick up marketable skills while in the 
military to go to college or vocational 
school when they get out; and, finally, 
we must promise to provide the re
sources to care for them if they are 
disabled in the line of duty to their 
country. If we hesitate or falter in 
these endeavors, we make it more dif
ficult to enlist volunteers, and we 
make coercion-that is, the draft
more likely. 

Mr. President, it is precisely because 
of this commitment to those who have 
served our country in the military that 
I am saddened that the benefits of our 
disabled veterans have not similarly 
been taken care of. While the revised 
budget before us has restored a por
tion of the cost-of-living increase for 
those veterans who have at least a 70-
percent service-connected disability, 
this covers only a small portion of our 
disabled veterans. 

I am pleased to join with Senator 
CHILES in an effort to fully restore the 
cost-of-living increase to all disabled 
veterans. Those who have been im
paired in service to our country should 
be entitled to our full gratitude-not 
just four-sevenths of it. The Chiles 
amendment presents us with the op
portunity to keep our disabled veter
ans current with the benefits that 
they have every right to expect. 

Mr. President, we have a commit
ment to military men and women who 
have served their country in the past. 
We have an obligation to those young 
people now considering the benefits of 
service to their country. While I am 
pleased that most of the rather mini
mal funds have been restored which 
insure that health services are avail
able, on the whole, we will have rather 
dismal news for our veterans unless 
the Chiles amendment is passed to
night. I urge my colleagues to find the 
$700 million necessary to continue our 
commitment to the disabled veterans 
of America. 

Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. President, as a 
cosponsor of this amendment I rise in 
support of this effort to restore essen
tial services and payments to our Na
tion's veterans. 

I have been a consistent supporter of 
President Reagan's economic recovery 
program, and he continues to have my 
full support. Reduced Government 
spending, less regulation and taxation, 
is the only formula for the long-term 
economic health of our country. 

However, I cannot stand idly by and 
watch as our veterans bear what I con
sider to be an unfair and dispropor
tionate cut in their budget. Reductions 
in Government spending are neces
sary, but they cannot come from the 
men and women who have served our 
country so well and bravely. 

I have talked with veterans in all 
parts of my home State, Florida, and I 
know that they are prepared to make 
whatever sacrifices necessary and rea
sonable in order to help restore our 
economic vitality. Our veterans have 
served us well on the battlefield and 
they are willing to serve us well again 
as we battle to bring order to the econ
omy. I believe that we cannot tolerate 
additional cuts in these areas of criti
cal veterans services and benefits. 

I recognize and appreciate the at
tempts by the Budget Committee to 
reevaluate the needs of the veterans, 
and to restore some of the cuts that 
were recommended in committee. But, 
I believe even the latest recommenda
tion from the committee is insuffi
cient. 

It prohibits a cost-of-living adjust
ment for veterans who receive pen
sions, it decreases the cost-of-living ad
justment for disability compensation 
by 46 percent, and, finally it under
funds desperately needed hospitals 
and medical clinics. 

These cuts are entirely unacceptable 
to me. I believe they constitute an ab
rogation of our commitment to the 
veterans of this country. 

These cuts are particularly onerous 
because they affect the elderly, the 
poor, and those in need of medical 
care among our veteran population. It 
is ironic and sad that unless this 
amendment is accepted, the veterans 
who sacrificed so much for this coun
try when it was in need, will be re-

fused basic, minimal services in their 
hour of need. 

This proposed action could be par
ticularly devastating to my State. In 
Florida, the veteran population has 
grown so rapidly that the ability of 
the Veterans' Administration to meet 
the needs of the population is being 
taxed on a daily basis. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to remember the moral commitment 
this Nation owes to veterans as we 
consider this vote. In so doing I am 
sure you will join me in voting to re
store these needed funds to the veter
ans' budget. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 
time has expired. 

The Chair begs your pardon. Five 
seconds remain to the Senator from 
New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
cannot say my name in 5 seconds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time 
has now expired. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I did not get a 
chance to say Domenici. [Laughter.] 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum and ask unanimous con
sent that it be charged to the time on 
the resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Florida. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 

Senator from Oregon <Mr. HATFIELD) 
is necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Oregon 
<Mr. HATFIELD) would vote "nay." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
MATTINGLY). Are there any other Sen
ators in the Chamber who desire to 
vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 46, 
nays 53, as follows: 

Baucus 
Bentsen 
Bid en 
Boren 
Bradley 
Bumpers 
Burdick 

[Rollcall Vote No. 134 Leg.] 
YEAS-46 

Byrd, Robert C. 
Cannon 
Chiles 
Cranston 
DeConcini 
Dixon 
Dodd 

Eagleton 
Ex on 
Ford 
Glenn 
Hart 
Hawkins 
Heflin 
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Hollings Matsunaga Riegle 
Huddleston Melcher Sarbanes 
Inouye Metzenbaum Sasser 
Jackson Mitchell Stennis 
Johnston Moynihan Tsongas 
Kennedy Nunn Weicker 
Leahy Pell Zorinsky 
Levin Pryor 
Long Randolph 

NAYS-53 
Abdnor Gam Nickles 
Andrews Goldwater Packwood 
Armstrong Gorton Percy 
Baker Grassley Pressler 
Boschwitz Hatch Proxmire 
Brady Hayakawa Quayle 
Byrd, Heinz Roth 

Harry F., Jr. Helms Rudman 
Chafee Humphrey Schmitt 
Cochran Jepsen Simpson 
Cohen Kassebaum Specter 
D 'Amato Kasten Stafford 
Danforth Laxalt Stevens 
Denton Lugar Symms 
Dole Mathias Thurmond 
Domenici Mattingly Tower 
Duren berger McClure Wallop 
East Murkowski Warner 

NOT VOTING-1 
Hatfield 

So Mr. CHILEs' amendment (UP No. 
976) was rejected. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

(The following statements are printed at 
this point in the Record to assure inclusion 
in today's proceedings:) 

IN SUPPORT OF HART AMENDMENT REGARDING 
TITLE I !UP AMENDMENT NO. 971) 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of the amendment of
fered by the distinguished Senator 
from Colorado. Title I of the Elemen
tary and Secondary Education Act is 
one of our most outstanding and effec
tive educational programs. It has pro
vided basic reading and mathematical 
skills to millions of educationally dis
advantaged schoolchildren in low
income school districts in my State of 
Hawaii and throughout the Nation. 

Today, as study after study contin
ues to conclude, vast numbers of our 
Nation's students are not sufficiently 
adept at those academic disciplines 
that are of pivotal concern to a post 
industrial, computer oriented society. 
It would truly be misguided and coun
terproductive to relegate such an im
portant and needed program as title I 
to anything but a premiere position in 
our struggle against technical illiter
acy and public ignorance. 

Title I programs have been exceed
ingly effective in insuring that disad
vantaged children acquire the basic 
skills necessary for leading productive 
lives and contributing meaningfully to 
our society. Title I is, indeed, an Amer
ican success story. And yet, last year 
this vital program suffered a sever~ 
cut of $400 million. Prior to that un
fortunate occurrence, title I was 
reaching 45 percent-not quite half of 
the 11 million children who were in 

net;d of h_elp. And_ yet, the budget reso- waste of money because the use of 
lutiOn bern~ considered by the Senate force cannot substitute for policies to 
~oda~, p~oVIdes for f~.r:ther reductions stabilize the political communities and 
m thiS VI_able and critical program. If economies of many critical developing 
passed without the Hart amendment, countries. 
the budget re~olution w~ very _likely ' The United States relies even more 
le~d to the vrrtual deill1Se of title I, on economic demand in foreign conn
with all of the unfortunate conse- tries for our economic growth that we 
quences that would follow for so many depend on their security for our own. 
of our young and, fo~ th~t matter, ~or The simple fact is that robust growth 
fC~1;uture of educatiOn m our NatiOn ~ the United States cannot occur 

Mr · Pr "d t th H t dm t Without market opportunities abroad 
. esi en , e ar amen en And there will b k t t · 

merely se~ks to amend the budget res- . . . e ~0 mar e ~ppor u
olution to continue title I at the cur- ~Ities for us if foreign ec~monnes, ~ar
rent level of funding. It will not in- }~~~larly those of developmg countries, 
crease expenditures, just maintain · 
them. And, that level would still be Trade already amounts to nearly 
lower than that which was authorized one-fifth of our GNP, about twice 
by the Reconciliation Act of 1981. Ac- what it was in the 1960's. Exports gen
cordingly, I urge all of my colleagues erate one in six manufacturing jobs in 
to join me in voting for the. Hart the United States, and keep one in 
amendment so as to allow title 1 teach- three acres of farmland active. Mar
ers throughout our country to contin- kets in the developing world are par
ue to prepare their students in the ticularly important to our growth 
vital and necessary areas of reading prospects. 
and math, and by so doing, prepare a These markets have been the most 
place for their students in the future dynamic source of growth for U.S. ex
and a place in the future for our disad- ports. Our exports to these countries 
vantaged American youth. grew at an average annual rate of 18 
OPPOSITION TO MELCHER AMENDMENT TO DRAS

TICALLY CUT FOREIGN ASSISTANCE FUNDS
(UP AMENDMENT NO. 970 ) 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, the 
proposed amendment to cripple our 
foreign security assistance program is 
a short-sighted cut that will surely 
jeopardize our broader economic and 
foreign policy interests over time. Se
curity assistance, particularly the eco
nomic support program, establishes 
the foundation for political stability in 
countries important to the United 
States. Such assistance, on the whole, 
promotes pro-Western views in foreign 
countries and strengthens the ability 
of foreign governments to carry out 
economic programs that keep their 
economies more open to commercial 
relations with the United States. 

Mr. President, it cannot be wise to 
weaken the security programs and 
economies of foreign friends just as 
the United States is becoming more 
dependent for its growth and security 
on developments in the rest of the 
world, particularly in the developing 
world. To destroy our security assist
ance program would be to impair our 
ability to protect our interests in the 
southern flank of Europe, in the 
Middle East, in the Horn of Africa, 
and in Central America, all regions 
where, for various national security 
reasons, the United States seeks to 
promote stability and the strength of 
our friends. Although the amendment 
is designed to exclude two of our most 
important allies in the critical Middle 
East region, Israel and Egypt, the 
result would be to destroy our ability 
to provide security assistance to nearly 
all our other friends and allies in these 
regions. If we are prepared to do this, 
then much of our defense program is a 

percent in the 1970's, compared with 
only 15 percent growth in our exports 
to other industrialized countries. De
veloping countries now take nearly 40 
percent of U.S. exports, purchases 
which account for more than one-half 
million jobs here. Further, the United 
States has enjoyed large surpluses in 
its balance of trade in manufacturing 
goods with developing countries. They 
also are important customers for U.S. 
services, accounting for some $17 bil
lion surplus in services in 1978. U.S. in
dustry also heavily relies on the im
portation of minerals from many of 
these countries, and some of these 
minerals are critical to our economy 
and defense capability. 

Mr. President, U.S. economic growth 
in the future will rest importantly on 
overseas market opportunities. Sales 
abroad can spur many of our indus
tries and the export of our services. At 
this time, we in the Congress rightly 
are urging the administration to vigor
ously insist on the dismantlement of 
barriers to U.S. products, services, and 
investment abroad. But our efforts to 
eliminate barriers will be fruitless, 
unless overseas demand, particularly 
developing countries demand, for our 
services and products thrives. Our po
litical relations with these developing 
countries are no less important. Adop
tion of this amendment would shoot 
ourselves in the foot on both counts. 
We already have enough economic and 
security problems. I hope we will not 
compound them with another self-in
flicting wound. I urge my colleagues to 
reject this amendment. 

SUPPORT FOR EPA FUND RESTORATION 
AMENDMENT-AMENDMENT NO. 1488 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
strongly support the amendment to re-
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store funds to the Environmental Pro
tection Agency for its operating pro
grams and for the Superfund program. 
The funds provided for by this amend
ment would enable us to continue to 
move toward our national goal of con
trolling hazardous wastes and toxic 
chemicals, ascertaining the effect of 
pollution on our health, and providing 
assistance to States to meet the re
quirements under the law in control
ling toxic wastes and cleaning up our 
air and water. 

It is imperative that we continue to 
keep as a national goal a clean envi
ronment. Congress and the American 
public have worked hard over the last 
few years to reach this goal by passing 
the Clean Water Act, the Clean Air 
Act, and other protections for the en
vironment and our health. The Clean 
Water Act passed in 1972 directs EPA 
to insure safe and healthy water. The 
State of Maryland is especially sensi
tive to the importance of clean water 
because of its many water resources. 
The Chesapeake Bay not only pro
vides a bountiful harvest of seafood 
and employment for thousands of 
Marylanders but also offers recreation 
to families throughout the year. 

The clean air legislation, passed over 
a decade ago and strengthened more 
recently, requires the EPA, with the 
help of the States, to clean up our air. 
We are seeing progress. However, this 
administration has taken action to 
undo existing requirements and to cut 
funding. 

The problem of abandoned hazard
ous wastes coming to the surface and 
causing serious health problems and 
fear in a community has come to our 
Nation's attention-especially since 
the findings at Love Canal. The Super
fund program was enacted in Decem
ber 1980 by the Congress to address 
these problems and encourage a part
nership between the State and Federal 
Governments to clean up abandoned 
and uncontrolled hazardous waste 
sites and spills. Already the EPA has 
identified 115 dumps for clean up 
under this program. My State of 
Maryland, in which one of these haz
ardous dumps was located was able to 
remedy a potentially serious health 
hazard in a city neighborhood because 
of this program. 

The additional funds in the amend
ment would still leave EPA below its 
1981 budget, considering inflation. At 
the same time that the administration 
is cutting the budget for environmen
tal protection, it is also suggesting 
that the 50 individual States pick up 
the responsibility and the cost of 
fighting pollution. The National Gov
ernor's Association and State environ
mental officials report that many 
States would consider dropping these 
programs because of the cost. If this 
happens, many of our hard-won gains 
in cleaning up our air and water will 
be lost. The New Federalism will not 

work with regard to pollution control 
programs-polluted air and water do 
not stop at State or county lines. 

The State of Maryland's Office of 
Environmental Programs estimates 
that it will lose roughly $700,000 in 
Federal funds in fiscal year 1983. This 
is a 25 percent loss in their budget. 
Maryland receives 87 percent of its 
safe drinking water budget, 56 percent 
of its water quality budget, and 45 per
cent of its air quality funds from the 
Federal programs. If funds are cut 
from the Environmental Protection 
Agency, the State of Maryland has in
dicated that monitoring and enforce
ment of air and water quality stand
ards will have to be cut, also. 

The Reagan administration has seri
ously jeopardized our ability to protect 
our environment and the safety and 
health of our citizens. The protection 
of our environment has ground to a 
halt because of budget cutbacks, 
delays in promulgating regulations, 

i'regulatory changes and policy makers 
who do not subscribe to the mission of 
the Environmental Protection Agency. 
Cutbacks in enforcement and monitor
ing today will mean higher health 
costs and environmental losses in the 
future. It is a shortsighted and unwise 
policy to follow. 

We must instead restore the protec
tion of our environment and health as 
a national goal and priority. 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION (AMENDMENT NO. 

1488 ) 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, since 
this administration has been in office 
the major EPA activity has been re
ducing environmental protection. 
There is a national concensus that 
clean air, clean water, and protection 
of the public health, EPA's responsi
bilities, are urgent concerns. The ad
ministration's attack on these con
cerns is dramatically reflected in the 
massive proposed EPA personnel cuts 
of nearly 50 percent, and budget cuts 
of over 50 percent from 1982 to 1984. 

Amid administration claims that we 
must go slow because there is much we 
do not know, EPA's outside research 
budget is to be cut two-thirds. Even 
where money is in hand, as with super
fund which cleans up imminently haz
ardous toxic waste sites, the adminis
tration has proposed spending at 
levels less than EPA itself had earlier 
defined as a "minimum program-un
acceptable risk." 

Mr. President, these EPA actions are 
irresponsible. They defy the public 
will. Every recent survey demonstrates 
strong public support for vigorous en
forcement of environmental laws. A 
CBS-New York Times poll late last 
year showed an overwhelming majori
ty of the public supports strict envi
ronmental protections no matter what 
the economic costs. An April 1982 poll 
of New Jersey residents by the Eagle
ton Institute showed that 68 percent 
of the public was very concerned 

about the problem of chemical wastes. 
And New Jersey residents have good 
cause for concern. 

The Reagan administration's at
tempt to go slow on utilizing the su
perfund which Congress created more 
than a year and a half ago is appall
ing. Those delays only breed further 
public fear and anger. 

But, Mr. President, the public is not 
the only concerned part y. The busi
ness community also suffers-not only 
from the uncertainty which results 
when enforcement is spotty and deci
sions are not made. Responsible indus
tries face resistance to new plant ex
pansion and development when the 
public believes that Government is not 
watching the environmental conse
quences. 

When EPA announced its plan to 
relax hazardous waste dumping stand
ards even industry reacted. They know 
that we need to site and build hazard
ous waste disposal facilities. Yet, what 
community will tolerate such a facility 
in its vicinity if they believe strict 
standards will not be vigorously en
forced? 

EPA workers have more work per 
worker than any other agency; work
load has doubled while the work force 
has beeri sharply reduced. Last, they 
cripple our ability to know how to pro
tect the public health any time in the 
near future-the proposed budget 
means a loss of 1,500 senior research
ers and 5,000 of their associates, effec
tively destroying the science base 
slowly developed to enable us to un
derstand and manage the environ
ment. 

As a Senator from a State suffering 
from long neglect of the environment, 
a State which in a tiny land area has 
11 percent of the most hazardous sites 
in America, I cannot allow the EPA to 
be dismantled. I cannot stand by while 
other States are polluted and progres
sively less environmental protection is 
done. Congress has passed the neces
sary legislation. The administration 
refuses to use it. 

To restore the capability of EPA to 
deal with the environment, I support 
the Moynihan-Leahy amendment to 
increase EPA funding above Budget 
Committee recommendations. The ad
ditional funding will permit: One, ef
fective control of hazardous wastes 
and chemicals beginning now and not 
in two decades; two, allow Superfund 
cleanup to proceed with the necessary 
urgency; and three, will assume main
tenance of a scientific capability so 
that we will know what to do and how 
to do it. 

SOCIAL SECURITY 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, some
times the conventional wisdom proves 
to be conventional but not wise. I am 
referring to the widespread notion 
that any adjustment in the social secu
rity future benefit levels to regain sol-
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vency for the fund would be politically 
disastrous-at least to those support
ing the changes. That is a notion that 
has been pushed by those who want 
increased levels of spending and, un
fortunately, by those who seek politi
cal advantage from the fears of those 
dependent upon social security for 
their necessary living expenses. 

Mr. President, I believe the evidence 
is on the other side. In my own experi
ence, the older people who are most 
directly affected are concerned about 
the stability of the fund, those young
er workers who face many years of 
payments into the fund are not confi
dent they will ever receive any pay
ments in return, and all our people dis
trust the political process that deals 
with the problem. Various polls that 
have been published verify my own ob
servations. We are, also, seeing wide
spread editorial support for such 
action. One of the most cogent and 
persuasive of such editorials appeared 
in the Albuquerque Tribune of 
Wednesday, May 19, 1982. The title 
and the lead sentence state the politi
cal condemnation and the real prob
lem very pointedly. The title is "Timid 
Congress," and the body of the editori
al is less kind to the Congress. The 
lead sentence is: "It is sad but true 
that the U.S. Senate still views the 
current budget impasse as a political 
question rather than a serious nation
al problem." 

Mr. President, that is sad but true. 
The editorial is, also, right on the 
mark when it says that "Senator PETE 
DoMENICI of New Mexico is correct 
when he predicts that the tide of 
public opinion will be with us in fund
ing social security savings to go with a 
general budget tightening." And, un
fortunately, the editorial is right when 
it says that "Congress lacks the cour
age to face that issue with an election 
pending." 

Mr. President, this country needs 
men and women with vision and cour
age-men and women like Senator 
PETE DOMENICI. This country needs 
men and women who trust the Ameri
can people enough to vote with the 
same good sense and determination as 
the American people, themselves, 
show. It is time to recognize that 
statesmanship and good politics are 
sometimes the same. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text of the editorial be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the edito
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

TIMID CONGRESS 
It is sad but true that the U.S. Senate still 

views the current budget impasse as a politi
cal question rather than a serious national 
problem. 

The consensus seems to be to continue 
muddling along, depending upon the pas
sage of time to deal with the pending bank
ruptcy of Social Security. 

89- 059 Q-85--38 {Pt. 8) 

In so doing, Congress is selling short the 
hopes and plans of today's wage earners, to 
placate the well organized minority of retir
ees already collecting the payroll taxes 
being deducted from today's workers. 

One needn't decide to throw this nation's 
elderly to the wolves to accept the necessity 
for some form of cost containment plan to 
put Social Security once again on the road 
toward long term solvency. 

Sen. Pete Domenici, R-N.M., is correct 
when he predicts that " the tide of public 
opinion will be with us" in finding Social Se
curity savings to go with a general budget 
tightening. 

He is also correct when he says the goal 
for Social Security is solvency-the contin
ued ability for the system to pay for itself 
through the present Social Security tax. 

But Congress lacks the courage to face 
that issue with an election pending. 

Today we have a national budget awash in 
red ink that perpetuates a crisis of confi
dence in the nation's money markets. That 
crisis will continue with Republican Senate 
leaders' talk of restoring budget cuts al
ready scheduled for Medicare, student 
loans, veterans' benefits, housing and space. 

The budget process is going backwards, 
even as Congress talks of raising taxes 
again. The tax talk will effectively nullify 
any salutorious effect the Reagan tax cut 
might have had on American savings and in
vestment plans. 

The Social Security system is so loaded 
with automatic entitlement multipliers that 
outgo has continued to exceed income de
spite the record Social Security tax hikes of 
recent years. 

A timid Congress awaits a Social Security 
cure from divine intervention, and is on the 
way to selling out the economic future of 
the nation for near term political spoils. 

[From the Albuquerque Tribune, Wed. , May 
19, 1982] 

EACH MUST GIVE A LITTLE 
<By William L. Lehmann) 

EDITOR, THE TRIBUNE: As a federal employ
ee, I didn't cause inflation but rather suf
fered from it. As a federal retiree, I had ex
pected to keep up with inflation as provided 
for in the terms of my employment. But 
today, faced with the most various financial 
crisis since the Great Depression, it is clear 
that each of us must give a little or we all 
will sink. 

Therefore, while it will hurt personally, I 
applaud Sen. Pete Domenici for his courage 
and will support his harsh but realistic call 
to freeze non-defense federal expenditures 
for a year. The kind of inflation we have 
seen over the last two years will destroy us 
if it is not stopped, and we won't stop it with 
huge deficits or with ever increasing taxes. 

Sen. Domenici has shown the leadership 
of a statesman concerned for the fate of his 
country. If we support that leadership, we 
have a chance to win. If we fail to support it 
now, our children and grandchildren may 
well have to rebuild from the effects of a 
second Great Depression. 

THE BUDGET COMPROMISE 
Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, I 

want to commend the senior Senator 
from New Mexico on his diligent, 
often frustrating work on the first 
concurrent budget resolution. 

For the last several months, Con
gress has been paralyzed with inaction 
over the budget. Only through Sena
tor DoMENicr's leadership is this 
budget resolution on the floor of the 

Senate today. Although it does not in
corporate all the factors that I believe 
it should, it nonetheless takes another 
important bite at the economic apple. 

The budget compromise is a good 
one. It reduces deficits in all of the 
next 3 fiscal years. This resolution 
coupled with congressional action on a 
balanced budget constitutional amend
ment should shore-up the week knees 
in the long- and short-term credit mar
kets 

We are debating this resolution 
today because we are in a recession. 
The recession is a direct result of past 
policies of tax and spend. Last year, 
this Congress enacted the boldest leg
islation ever in addressing our econom
ic woes. We did not act quickly 
enough. Before industry could begin 
the expansion that the Economic Tax 
Recovery Act allowed; the big spend
ing juggernaut of inflation-born high 
interest rates swept those expansion 
plans away. Unemployment and a re
cession have resulted. The big spend
ing chickens have come home to roost. 

If we had acted quickly enough, our 
industrial base would have expanded, 
the revenues flowing to the Treasury 
would have been greater, and we 
would not be projecting deficits of 
over $200 billion in fiscal year 1985. 

What is done is done. Our task today 
is to pass this resolution and get on 
with the business of the Senate. 

This budget resolution is a brave ini
tiative; it requires a large number of 
people to make some sort of scarifice, 
and sacrifice is never popular. Federal 
civilian employees and retirees will be 
asked to give up cost-of-living in
creases in salaries and annuities. The 
growth of entitlements will be slowed, 
and nondefense discretionary pro
grams will be frozen. 

In a very eloquent speech on this 
floor, Senator GARN brought some 
facts to the attention of the Senate 
that bear repeating. In 1962 we had 
the first $100 billion budget. In 1971 
we had the first $200 billion budget. In 
1975 we had the first $300 billion 
budget. In 20 years our budgetary lar
gesse has expanded 700 percent. The 
budget has been running out of con
trol and the American people and fi
nancial markets have said stop. 

One other fact that I would point 
out to this body is that the true tax on 
the American people is not the reve
nues we call taxes. Every dollar we 
spend today has to be payed for by 
revenues some time. The true tax 
Americans pay is the amount that the 
Government spends. Mr. President, in 
fiscal year 1983 we expect to tax the 
American public at a rate of $783.6 bil
lion, because we are going to spend 
that much. 

It should be pointed out that even 
this $783.6 billion in taxes is the result 
of a compromise. It is still too large. 
True, deficits are reduced from earlier 
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projections. However, we are still look
ing at deficits of $115.4 billion in fiscal 
year 1983, $91.3 billion in fiscal year 
1984, $64.4 billion in fiscal year 1985, 
or a total of $271.1 billion of deficit in 
3 years. 

This body should also take note of 
the size of the public debt. In fiscal 
year 1985, we can expect the public 
debt to be $1.5 trillion. It took us over 
200 years to get ourselves $1 trillion in 
debt. It will take 5 years to add one 
half trillion dollars to that. 

However, it is my hope that this 
budget will send the right message to 
industry and to the credit markets. 
That message should stabilize our tur
bulent economic environment, and 
reduce the level of fear and uncertain
ty about the future direction or our 
economy. 

That fear and uncertainty must be 
reduced so that this body can get on 
with the business of the country. 
Without feeding on that fear, my col
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
would not have been able to get mile
age out of social security that they 
have. But, they did not help to fashion 
the compromise. They were content to 
criticize, not cooperate. 

Some can continue to demagogue on 
social security; some can continue to 
point to unemployment statistics; and 
some can continue to snipe at the Fed
eral Reserve while our economy slowly 
grinds to a halt. Or we can do the 
right and responsible thing and pass 
this budget resolution and go back to 
our committees and carry out the in
structions contained in the budget res
olution. I hope we are prepared to do 
the latter. 

THE BUDGET FOR SPACE, SCIENCE, AND 
TECHNOLOGY 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. Presient, I am 
pleased that the modified budget reso
lution has "unfrozen" the budget for 
space, science and technology. I had 
planned to offer an amendment to re
store the President's January budget 
request, as I had done in the Budget 
Committee. The Budget Committee's 
freeze plan would have cut these budg
ets by · $800 million in 1983 and 1984, 
and $400 million in 1985. 

Mr. President, we have all been 
thrilled to watch the early successes of 
the Space Shuttle. Freezing its funds 
at 1982 levels would cut operations by 
about $400 million in 1983. In the out
years, where the costs of Shuttle pro
curement decline, there would not be 
much savings in the deficit. Yet the 
impact on the space program would be 
substantial. 

The production of the fourth orbiter 
vehicle would be delayed, requiring 
the Air Force to buy more Titan rock
ets for its launch needs. This would 
also give commercial users a strong in
centive to switch to alternative sys
tems, such as the French Ariane. We 
would be giving up our technological 
superiority in a classic case of penny-

wise, pound foolish. The kinds of space 
science losses would be the Space Tele
scope and gamma ray observatories, 
the Spacelab missions, and the backup 
activities, of developing instruments, 
data analysis and support technology. 
Since these backup activities have 
some of the greatest spinoffs into com
merical technology, the economic loss 
would be quite serious. 

While some space science missions 
may sound easy to delay, each time we 
squeeze them back, we cause experi
enced engineers and scientists to leave 
the field and discourage new ones 
from entering. Our rates of producing 
engineers are already well below the 
Soviet Union and Japan. If we keep 
eating our scientific seed corn, it will 
be generations before we recover. 

I think we have all become aware of 
the critical role that science and tech
nology play in developing the growth 
sectors of our economy. In some areas, 
like telecommunications and comput
ers we can see the direct, immediate 
payoffs. In other areas, like high 
energy physics, mathematical research 
and space science, the returns cannot 
be clearly known in advance. Yet, the 
rewards are no less real for their un
predictability. Advances in computer 
hardware come from understanding 
how electric charges react in different 
materials under various temperature 
conditions. Software improvements 
come from mathematics. Last year, 
the administration made an error and 
tried to cut back on basic research. 
The outcry from business as well as 
the scientific community was suffi
cient to convince them to restore a 
modest 3-percent real growth path for 
science in their 1983 budget. This is 
the minimum long-term investment we 
need for the good of the economy. The 
administration's request does not even 
adequately fund important programs 
like science education, so sacrifices will 
have to be made to live within this re
quest. 

If we go along with the freeze in 
basic science, we will lose many impor
tant projects. We would have to elimi
nate three or four new experimental 
computer facilities, thus retreating in 
an area where we are competing neck 
to neck with the Japanese for leading 
the next generation of computers. 
Electronics facilities, such as the Cor
nell Election Storage King and the In
diana University Cycloton would have 
to be cut, and planned initiatives in 
polymer and solid-state chemistry re
search would be foregone. Many other 
projects in chemical engineering, 
microelectronics, and robotics would 
also be hit by a freeze. In the biologi
cal sciences, we would lose an attempt 
to replace outmoded laboratory equip
ment through a shared-instrumenta
tion initiative. Planned projects in 
large integrated ecosystems and the 
flow of bio-organic elements would be 
curtailed. Promising initiatives in the 

neurosciences would also be cut back, 
delaying our understanding of the 
basic functioning of the brain and 
nervous systems. 

This is just a brief catalog of the im
mediate losses. As with space science 
and engineering, we would create a 
longer term loss by sending out a mes
sage to the country that we do not 
place a high priority on scientific re
search. We can expect scientists to be 
dedicated, but we cannot expect them 
to work if no one will fund their re
search. While private companies will 
pay for applied research, it is not in 
their economic interest to fund basic 
research. The return to any one com
pany is only a quarter of the return to 
the economy as a whole. Yet, without 
a strong foundation of basic research, 
applied research and technology 
cannot get very far. 

I am therefore pleased that the 
Senate majority has made this change, 
and I hope it will survive through the 
rest of the budget process. 

MEDICARE CUTS 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, the 
media is full of stories about social se
curity. Whenever I hold a town meet
ing in Delaware, a large number of the 
questions deal with proposals to cut 
social security. We in the Senate re
cently spent many hours debating the 
issue here on the floor just a few days 
ago. Social security is the hot issue of 
the day, commanding the attention of 
much of the population. 

While it is proper, Mr. President, for 
social security to receive a great deal 
of attention and publicity, I am afraid 
all that attention has obscured yet an
other cut which can have an equally 
devastating effect on seniors. I am re
ferring, Mr. President, to the proposal 
to make significant cuts in the medi
care program over the next 3 years. 

Now it is true, Mr. President, that 
the resolution before us restores a por
tion of the cut originally contemplated 
by the majority of the Budget Com
mittee. I do not, however, believe the 
amount restored is sufficient; and so 
voted for the Moynihan amendment 
making additional restorations, aimed 
particularly at mitigating the effects 
of the proposal to institute a copay
ment against the cost of a medicare 
patient's hospitalization. 

Although it is unclear, Mr. Presi
dent, what kind of copayment scheme 
might be approved, I would like to 
briefly examine the effect of the origi
nal Budget Committee proposal to in
stitute a 6-percent copayment in fiscal 
year 1983, an 8-percent copayment in 
fiscal year 1984, and a 9-percent copay
ment in fiscal year 1985. 

If this proposal were ever to be en
acted into law, it would mean that a 
medicare patient would be forced to 
pay $116.34 per week-after the $256 
deductible currently charged-for the 
average hospital room in Delaware, as 
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opposed to $0 today. In fiscal year 
1984, assuming a 5-percent increase in 
the cost of a hospital room in Dela
ware, the charge would be $165.36 per · 
week, again as opposed to $0 today. In 
fiscal year 1985, assuming another 5-
percent jump in average hospital 
costs, the additional charge would rise 
to $192.15 per week. 

To bring this proposal into even 
clearer perspective, Mr. President, a 
60-day hospital stay for a medicare pa
tient under current law costs that pa
tient $256 in out-of-pocket expenses. If 
a copayment on the order originally 
contemplated by the Budget Commit
tee majority were to be approved, that 
stay would rise to $1,287.87 in fiscal 
year 1983, $1,743.48 in fiscal year 1984, 
and $1,972.80 in fiscal year 1985. 

When he first heard of the magni
tude of the proposed medicare cuts, 
the president of the Association of 
Delaware Hospitals called my office to 
express his view that the proposal is 
"unrealistic." I would go a step beyond 
that characterization, Mr. President. I 
believe such a proposal represents a 
callous attempt to cut costs in order to 
hide the failure of the administra
tion's economic program. 

How are we to expect seniors to cope 
with such attempts to balance the 
budget on their backs? Let us remem
ber that, although the Consumer Price 
Index actually went down last month, 
the health care portion of the CPI 
jumped by 12 percent. 

Let us also remember, Mr. President, 
that this generation of seniors has 
made its sacrifice. They have been 
through the Great Depression. They 
have lived through three and, in some 
cases, four wars. They have worked to 
bring the country out of numerous re
cessions. 

Yes, they are willing to do even 
more. Each senior I encounter ex
presses his or her willingness to do 
their part to help get America's econo
my back on track. But they are not 
willing to have the budget balanced on 
their backs, and neither am I. I hope, 
Mr. President, that any copayment 
scheme gets the sound beating it de
serves. 

THE EVE OF TRAGEDY 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, for the 

past 7 weeks, the world has watched 
the slow unfolding of a dreadful 
drama in the South Atlantic. There is 
no condoning Argentina's use of force 
in seizing the Falkland Islands. Brit
ain's response was understandably vig
orous. And the march of events has 
steadily dimmed our hope for a rea
sonable ending. Britian has dispatched 
a fleet of warships, hundreds of men 
have died already in combat at sea, ne
gotiations have foundered, and the 
two sides now appear poised for a 
spasm of blood-letting from which 
both will gain nothing but sorrow. We 

seem on the eve of tragedy better 
chronicled by an Evelyn Waugh, 
whose most vigorous theme was man's 
inexorable stupidity. 

The futility of this outcome stands 
underscored by the alternative avail
able to the adversaries. In themselves, 
the Falklands offer scant economic 
benefit to either nation. But regional 
possibilities for undersea mineral de
velopment do render the islands po
tentially valuable to both. Conceiv
ably, joint action could produce 
mutual gain, the feasibility of collabo
ration being suggested by Britian's rel
evant technological capabilities and 
the sizable population of British lan
guage and descent already harmoni
ously resident on the Argentine main
land. As the present dispute has 
moved toward crisis, the concept of co
operative development has given way 
to the passions of confrontation. But 
trusteeship or split sovereignty pro
posal could still be revived. In the 
latter case, a third party-the United 
Nations or the United States-would 
serve as catalyst and partner. If not, 
hundreds or thousands of fine young 
men from both nations will soon lose 
their lives to a conflict the world's 
next generation may scarcely remem
ber. Let us hope-and indeed pray
that the imperatives of emotion and 
national dignity will, at the last hour, 
yield to the finer claims of construc
tive statesmanship and creative com
promise. 

In closing I would add that political 
leaders have a duty to their nation 
and its pride, but they also have a 
duty to God and to the lives of their 
young men. 

MESSAGES FROM THE 
PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Saunders, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES 
REFERRED 

As in executive session, the ACTING 
PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before 
the Senate messages from the Presi
dent of the United States submitting 
sundry nominations which were re
ferred to the Committee on Govern
mental Affairs. 

<The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro
ceedings.) 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 10:32 a.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Berry, one of its clerks, announced 
that the House has passed the follow
ing bills, in which it requests the con
currence of the Senate: 

H.R. 2035. An act to authorize certain em
ployees of the U.S. Department of Agricul-

ture cnarged with the enforcement of 
animal quarantine laws to carry firearms for 
self-protection; and 

H.R. 6164. An act to authorize the Secre
tary of Agriculture to implement the Agree
ment on the International Carriage of Per
ishable Foodstuffs and on the Special 
Equipment To Be Used for Such Carriage 
(ATP), and for other purposes. 

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 

At 10:53 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Berry, announced that the Speak
er has signed the following enrolled 
joint resolution: 

H.J. Res. 412. Joint resolution to author
ize and request the President to designate 
May 20, 1982, as "Amelia Earhart Day." 

The enrolled joint resolution was 
subsequently signed by the President 
pro tempore <Mr. THURMOND). 

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTIONS SIGNED 

At 4:15 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Berry, announced that the Speak
er has signed the following enrolled 
joint resolutions: 

S.J. Res. 53. A joint resolution to provide 
for the designation of September 5, 1982, as 
"Working Mothers' Day"; 

S.J. Res. 59. Joint resolution designating 
the square dance as the national folk dance 
of the United States; and 

S.J. Res. 160. Joint resolution to provide 
for the designation of July 9, 1982, and 
April 9, 1983, as "National P.O.W.-M.I.A. 
Recognition Day." 

The enrolled joint resolutions were 
subsequently signed by the President 
pro tempore <Mr. THuRMoND). 

HOUSE BILL REFERRED 
The following bill was read the first 

and second time by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 2035. An act to authorize certain em
ployees of the U.S. Department of Agricul
ture charged with the enforcement of 
animal quarantine laws to carry firearms 
for selfprotection; to the Committee on Ag
riculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

· HOUSE BILL PLACED ON 
CALENDAR 

The following bill was read the first 
and second times by unanimous con
sent, and placed on the calendar: 

H.R. 6164. An act to authorize the Secre
tary of Agriculture to implement the Agree
ment on the International Carriage of Per
ishable Foodstuffs and on the Special 
Equipment to be Used for Such Carriage 
<ATP), and for other purposes. 

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
PRESENTED 

The Secretary reported that on 
today, he had presented to the Presi
dent of the United States the follow
ing enrolled joint resolutions: 

S.J. Res. 53. Joint resolution to provide 
for the designation of September 5, 1982, as 
"Working Mothers' Day"; 
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S.J. Res. 59. Joint resolution designating 

the square dance as the national folk dance 
of the United States; and 

S.J. Res. 160. Joint resolution to provide 
for the designation of July 9, 1982, and 
April 9, 1983, as "National P.O.W.-M.I.A. 
Recognition Day." 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and 
documents, which were referred as in
dicated: 

EC-3492. A communication from the Sec
retary of the Senate, transmitting, pursuant 
to law. a full and complete statement of the 
receipts and expenditures of the Senate, 
showing in detail the items of expense 
under proper appropriations, the aggregate 
thereof, and exhibiting the exact condition 
of all public moneys received, paid out, and 
remaining in my possession from October 1, 
1981 through March 31, 1982; ordered to be 
printed and to lie on the table. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. SCHMI'I:T, from the Committee 

on Commerce, Science, and Transportation, 
without amendment: 

S. 2551. An original bill to authorize ap
propriations for the National Science Foun
dation for fiscal year 1983 <Rept. No. 97-
407). 

By Mr. PACKWOOD, from the Commit
tee on Commerce, Science, and Transporta
tion, with an amendment in the nature of a 
substitute: 

S. 2336. A bill to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 1983 for certain maritime pro
grams of the Department of Transporta
tion, and for other purposes <Rept. No. 97-
408). 

By Mr. THURMOND, from the Commit
tee on the Judiciary, without amendment: 

S. 2215. A bill to recognize the organiza
tion known as the National Association of 
State Directors of Veterans' Affairs, Inc. 
<Rept. No. 97-409). 

By Mr. DOLE, from the Committee on Fi
nance, without amendment: 

S. 2555. An original bill to authorize ap
propriations for the U.S. International 
Trade Commission, the U.S. Customs Serv
ice, and the Office of the U.S. Trade Repre
sentative for fiscal year 1983, and for other 
purposes <Rept. No. 97-410). 

By Mr. PACKWOOD, from the Commit
tee on Commerce, Science, and Transporta
tion, with an amendment in the nature of a 
substitute: 

H.R. 3663. An act to amend subtitle IV of 
title 49, United States Code, to provide for 
more effective regulations of motor carriers 
of passengers <Rept. No. 97-411). 

By Mr. DOMENICI, from the Committee 
on the Budget, without amendment: 

S. Res. 384. A resolution waiving section 
402(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974. with respect to the consideration of 
title IV of S. 2487, which authorizes supple
mental appropriations for fiscal year 1982 
for intelligence activities of the United 
States. 

By Mr. PERCY, from the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, without amendment: 

S. Con. Res. 96. A concurrent resolution 
reaffirming Senate resolution <S. Res. 179) 

and House resolution <H. Res. 177) and 
urging the President to seek agreement at 
the Versailles summit conference that nu
clear supplier nations should export nuclear 
fuel and equipment only to nations that 
permit fullscope safeguards. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. PERCY, from the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, Robert Anderson, of the 
District of Columbia, a career member of 
the Senior Foreign Service, class of minis
ter-counselor, to be Ambassador Extraordi
nary and Plenipotentiary of the United 
States to the Dominican Republic. 

<The above nomination was reported 
from the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions with the recommendation that it 
be confirmed, subject to the nominee's 
commitment to respond to requests to 
appear and testify before any duly 
constituted committee of the Senate.) 

Contributions are to be reported for the 
period beginning on the first day of the 
fourth calendar year preceding the calend
dar year of the nomination and ending on 
the date of the nomination. 

NOMINEE: Robert Anderson 
POST: Dominican Republic 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND AMOUNT 
1. Self: Robert Anderson; none. 
2. Spouse: Elena Anderson; none. 
3. Children and spouses names: Gerald 

and Cynthia <daughter), Delarue Christina 
Anderson (daughter), Mark Andrew Ander
son <son); none. 

4. Parents names: Mrs. Andrew Anderson 
<mother), father (deceased); none. 

5. Grandparents names: Deceased. 
6. Brothers and spouses names: 
7. Sisters and spouses names: Howard and 

Wynne Winn-Moon; none. 
By Mr. TOWER, from the Committee on 

Armed Services: 
Richard L. Wagner, Jr., of California, to 

be Chairman of the Military Liaison Com
mittee to the Department of Energy. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. SCHMITT: 
S. 2551. An original bill to authorize ap

propriations for the National Science Foun
dation for fiscal year 1983; from the Com
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Trans
portation; placed on the calendar. 

By Mr. BIDEN (for himself, Mr. THUR
MOND, Mr. WALLOP, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. 
CHAFEE, Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. 
GARN, Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. HUDDLE· 
STON, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. JACKSON, Mr. 
LEAHY, Mr. LUGAR, Mr. MOYNIHAN, 
Mr. ROTH, Mr. ScHMITT, and Mr. 
HOLLINGS): 

S. 2552. A bill to protect the safety of in
telligence personnel and certain other per
sons; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROTH (by request): 
S. 2553. A bill to amend section 3109 of 

title 5, United States Code, to clarify the au
thority for appointment and compensation 

of experts and consultants, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Governmen
tal Affairs. 

By Mr. PERCY <for himself, Mr. 
DIXON, Mr. JEPSEN, Mr. ZORINSKY, 
Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. BUR
DICK, Mr. LEVIN, and Mr. EXON): 

S. 2554. A bill to require the Commodity 
Credit Corporation to dispose of Govern
ment-owned stocks of agricultural commod
ities; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu
trition, and Forestry. 

By Mr. DOLE: 
S. 2555. An original bill to authorize the 

appropriations for the U.S. International 
Trade Commission, the U.S. Customs Serv
ice, and the Office of the U.S. Trade Repre
sentative for fiscal year 1983, and for other 
purposes; from the Committee on Finance; 
placed on the calendar. 

By Mr. DANFORTH (for himself and 
Mr. CHILES): 

S. 2556. A bill to require that furniture 
and decorative accessories for us in offices 
of certain officers of the government be pro
cured by the Administrator of General Serv
ices, and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. QUAYLE: 
S. 2557. To amend the Internal Revenue 

Code of 1954 to simplify the tax system by 
providing flat rate schedules for individuals 
and corporations, and for other purposes: to 
the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. DECONCINI: 
S. 2558. A bill to increase the duty on im

ported copper by an amount which offsets 
the cost incurred by copper producers in the 
United States in meeting domestic environ
mental requirements; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. MELCHER: 
S. 2559. A bill for the relief of Aleksander 

Perovic; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT 
AND SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. KEN
NEDY, Mr. HART, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. 
STAFFORD, and Mr. MOYNIHAN): 

S. Con. Res. 97. A concurrent resolution 
urging greater opportunity for public par
ticipation in formulation of regulations gov
erning national forest system resource plan
ning; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu
trition, and Forestry. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. BIDEN (for himself, Mr. 
THURMOND, Mr. WALLOP, Mr. 
BENTSEN, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. 
DURENBERGER, Mr. GARN, Mr. 
GOLDWATER, Mr. HUDDLESTON, 
Mr. INOUYE, Mr. JACKSON, Mr. 
LEAHY, Mr. LUGAR, Mr. MOYNI
HAN, Mr. ROTH, Mr. SCHMITT, 
and Mr. HOLLINGS): 

S. 2552. A bill to protect the safety 
of intelligence personnel and certain 
other persons; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

PROTECTION OF INTELLIGENCE PERSONNEL 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, on 

behalf of Senators THURMOND, 
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WALLOP, BENTSEN, CHAFEE, DUREN
BERGER, GARN, GOLDWATER, HUDDLE
STON, INOUYE, JACKSON, LEAHY, LUGAR, 
MoYNIHAN, RoTH, ScHMITT, and HoL
LINGS, I am introducing a bill to amend 
title 18, United States Code, to protect 
the safety of intelligence personnel 
and certain other persons. 

Essentially, the bill provides Federal 
criminal penalties for assaults on intel
ligence agency employees in the 
course of their official duties, as well 
as for assaults on defectors admitted 
to the United States under CIA auspic
es and other foreign visitors certified 
by the Director of Central Intelligence 
to be present in the United States 
under CIA auspices. 

These amendments were proposed 
by the CIA, endorsed by the Justice 
Department, and supported by the ad
ministration for inclusion in the Intel
ligence Authorization Act for fiscal 
year 1982. The Senate Intelligence 
committee reported them as section 
510 of S. 1127, the Intelligence Au
thorization Act for fiscal year 1982, on 
May 6, 1981. It was then passed by the 
Senate. 

Unfortunately, the House version of 
the Intelligence Authorization Act for 
fiscal year 1982 contained no similar 
provisions; and the Conference Com
mittee deleted section 510 because the 
House conferees insisted upon its con
sideration as separate legislation. Ac
cordingly, this bill contains the same 
provisions as section 510 of S. 1127 
passed by the Senate. The intent of 
these provisions was discussed in the 
Senate Intelligence Committee report 
on S. 1127 <S. Rept. No. 97-57, pp. 18-
19). 

The members of the intelligence and 
Judiciary Committees have already ex
pressed their unanimous view that 
there is an overriding need to give in
telligence personnel the same type of 
protection against murderous assaults 
as is afforded by current law to many 
other types of Government employees. 
Senior intelligence officials frequently 
receive threats to their safety, and 
lower level employees have also been 
threatened by persons who learn of 
their intelligence affiliation. However, 
under present law there is not an ade
quate basis for Federal Criminal inves
tigation or prosecution in cases where 
there is evidence that an assault will 
occur in the performance of the em
ployee's official duties. 

Congress has an obligation to pro
vide the full protection of Federal law 
for those who serve our intelligence 
agencies. It is sometimes difficult, as 
we have recognized in considering the 
Intelligence Identitites Protection Act, 
to strike a balance that protects their 
safety without infringing on constitu
tional rights. This bill does not raise 
such issues. 

Several important issues that affect 
the CIA and the intelligence communi
ty are before the Congress this year, 

and these matters should be consid
ered very carefully. I believe, however, 
that this proposal to protect the 
safety of intelligence personnel de
serves prompt enactment. It is my ear
nest hope that the other body will act 
as soon as possible on the identical 
measure, H.R. 4940, introduced by 
Chairman BOLAND of the House Intel
ligence Committee, so that this legisla
tion can be passed without further 
delay. 

As Judiciary Committee representa
tive on the Intelligence Committee I 
pledge to work for prompt enactment 
of this legislation. The full member
ship of the Intelligence Committee 
has joined me in sponsoring this legis
lation and I am particularly pleased 
that the distinguished Chairman of 
the Judiciary Committee has joined us 
in this effort. With this kind of bipar
tisan support I am optimistic that the 
essential protection it proposes will 
soon be available to our intelligence 
professionals. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 2552 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That sec
tion 1114 of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended-

( a) by inserting "or attempts to kill" after 
"kills" ; 

(b) by striking out "while engaged in the 
performance of his offical duties" and in
serting in lieu thereof "or any officer or em
ployee of any department or agency within 
the Intelligence Community <as defined in 
section 3.4<F> of Executive Order 12333, De
cember 8, 1981, or successor orders) not al
ready covered under the terms of this sec
tion"; and 

<c> by inserting before the period at the 
end thereof a comma and the following: 
"except that any such person who is found 
guilty of attempted murder shall be impris
oned for not more than twenty years". 

SEc. 2. Chapter 51 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new section: 
"§ 1118. Murder, manslaughter, assaults, 

threats, extortion, or kidnaping of persons 
given entry into the United States for per
manent residence pursuant to section 7 of 
the Central Intelligence Agency Act of 
1949 
" (a) Whoever kills or attempts to kill a 

person given entry into the United States 
for permanent residence pursuant to the 
provisions of section 7 of the Central Intelli
gence Agency Act of 1949 (50 U.S.C. 403h) 
shall be punished as provided under sections 
1111, 1112, and 1113 of this title, except that 
any such person who is found guilty of 
murder in the first degree shall be sen
tenced to imprisonment for life, and any 
such person who is found guilty of attempt
ed murder shall be imprisoned for not more 
than twenty years. 

" (b) Whoever engages in conduct pro
scribed by section 112, 878, or 1201 of this 
title against any person described in subsec-

tion (a) shall be punished as provided under 
those sect ions.". 

SEc. 3. Chapter 51 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at t he 
end thereof the following new section: 
" § 1119. Murder, manslaughter, assaults, 

threats, extortion or kidnaping of persons 
present in the United States under intelli
gence auspices 
" (a) Whoever kills or attempts to kill a 

person certified by the Director of Central 
Intelligence or his designee to be present in 
the United States under the auspices of any 
department or agency within the Intelli
gence Community <as defined in section 
3.4(F) of Executive Order 12333, December 
8, 1981, or successor orders> shall be pun
ished as provided under sections 1111, 1112, 
and 1113 of this title, except that any such 
person who is found guilty of murder in the 
first degree shall be sentenced to imprison
ment for life, and any such person who is 
found guilty of attempted murder shall be 
imprisoned for not more than twenty years. 

" (b) Whoever engages in conduct pro
scribed by section 112, 878, or 1201 of this 
title against any person described in subsec
tion <a> shall be punished as provided under 
those sections.". 

SEc. 4. The table of sections for chapter 51 
of title 18, United States Code, is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new items: 
" 1118. Murder, manslaughter, assaults, 

threats, or kidnaping of per
sons given entry into the 
United States for permanent 
residence pursuant to section 7 
of the Central Intelligence 
Agency Act of 1949. 

" 1119. Murder, manslaughter, assaults, 
threats, extortion, or kidnap
ing of persons present in the 
United States under intelli
gence auspices.". 

By Mr. ROTH <by request): 
S. 2553. A bill to amend section 3109 

of title 5, United States Code, to clari
fy the authority for appointment and 
compensation of experts and consult
ants, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

LEGISLATION RELATING TO EXPERTS AND 
CONSULTANTS 

• Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I am in
troducing, by request of the adminis
tration, a bill to amend section 3109 of 
title 5, United States Code, to clarify 
the authority for the appointment and 
compensation of experts and consult
ants as Federal employees, and for 
other purposes. This legislation was 
proposed in Executive Communication 
No. 3448, dated May 5, 1982, and re
ferred to the Governmental Affairs 
Committee on May 12, 1982. I am in
troducing this measure so that the 
public may have a legislative proposal 
upon which to comment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a copy of the letter sent by 
the Director of the Office of Person
nel Management, dated May 5, 1982, a 
copy of the section-by-section analysis 
describing the legislation, a statement 
of purpose and justification, and the 
text of the bill be printed in full in the 
RECORD. 
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There being no objection, the mate

rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 2553 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That sec
tion 3109 of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended to read as follows: 
" § 3109. Employment of individual experts 

and consultants 
"(a) For the purpose of this section-
" Cl) 'agency' has the same meaning as in 

section 5721 of this title; 
"(2) 'appointed consultant' means an indi

vidual-
"(A) who has a high degree of knowledge, 

skill, or experience in a particular field, and 
"(B) whose primary function is to serve an 

agency in an advisory capacity in that field , 
rather than to perform or supervise an op
erating function of the agency. 

"(3) 'appointed expert' means an individ
ual-

"(A) who has excellent qualifications and 
a high degree of attainment in a profession
al, scientific, technical, or other field, 

"CB) who, because of such qualifications 
and attainment, is usually regarded as an 
authority, or as a pract itioner of unusual 
competence and skill, by other individuals 
engaged in that field, and 

"CC) whose primary function is to perform 
an operating function of an agency rather 
than to provide advisory services. 

" Cb) The head of an agency may appoint 
and fix the pay of appointed experts and 
consultants for temporary <not in excess of 
one year) or intermittent services, without 
regard to-

" (1) the provisions of this title governing 
appointment in the competitive service; and 

"(2) chapter 51 and subchapter III of 
chapter 53 of this title <relating to position 
classification and pay rates), except that the 
rate of pay for any individual so appointed 
may not exceed the rate of basic pay pay
able for GS-18 unless otherwise specifically 
authorized by statute. 

"Cc) Positions in the Senior Executive 
Service may not be filled under the author
ity of subsection Cb) of this section. 

"(d) The Office of Personnel Management 
shall prescribe regulations governing the 
employment of appointed experts and con
sultants and the reporting requirements of 
this section, and may take such action as it 
considers appropriate to assure compliance 
with this section and those regulations, in
cluding audit of individual cases, and, if nec
essary, suspension of the authority to ap
point experts and consultants. Agencies 
shall comply with the requirements of the 
Office, including taking any corrective 
action the Office may direct. 

"(e) Each agency making appointments 
under the authority of subsection (b) of this 
section shall provide such information and 
reports as the Office of Personnel Manage
ment requests. 

" (f) The head of any agency with statuto
ry authority to appoint experts and consult
ants without regard to the provisions of this 
section shall, to the extent practicable and 
in keeping with the provisions of such au
thority, appoint such experts and consult
ants in a manner consistent with the princi
ples of this section. 

SEc. 2. The table of sections at the begin
ning of chapter 31 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended by striking out the item 
relating to section 3109 and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following new item: 

'"3109. Employment of individual experts and con
sultants.". 

SEc. 3. The amendments shall take effect 
one hundred and eighty days after the date 
of enactment of this Act. 

SECTION ANALYSIS 

Present section 3109 of title 5, United 
States Code, authorizes Federal agencies to 
obtain the services of experts or consult
ants, or organizations thereof, by contract 
under certain conditions, without regard to 
key civil service laws. This legislative pro
posal would amend the section. 

The revised subsection (a), first section, 
continues the present definition of agency, 
and adds definitions for consultant and 
expert. 

In subsection (b), the existing require
ment for agencies to have specific authority 
in separate appropriation or other legisla
tion in order to use this section is eliminated 
to permit agencies to use the section direct
ly without further authorization. This 
change would not affect Congress' power to 
place appropriations or other limitations on 
an agency's use of experts and consultants. 
Present authority to "procure by contract" 
the services of individuals and organizations 
is eliminated. As revised, the authority will 
only permit appointment of individuals for 
personal services in an employer-employee 
relationship. Authority for agencies to pro
cure services of organizations by direct ne
gotiation as an exception to formal advertis
ing requirements is deleted as superfluous. 
Agencies have broad authority to procure 
services under Federal procurement regula
tions and 10 U.S.C. 2304 and 41 U.S.C. 252 
grant exceptions to agencies from advertis
ing when procuring personal or professional 
services. Present authority for individuals to 
serve on a temporary <not to exceed 1 year) 
or intermittent basis is continued without 
change. 

In subsection Cb)(2), present exceptions 
from the classification and the General 
Schedule pay laws are continued. The maxi
mum rate payable to individuals would be 
set at the equivalent of GS-18. Under 
present section 3109, as interpreted by the 
Comptroller General, the maximum rate 
payable is the equivalent of the GS-15 rate 
unless higher rates are authorized in sepa
rate legislation, or unless the position is in 
certain scientific or professional categories 
in which the rate can go up to the GS-18 
equivalent. Authority for the White House 
Office (Level ID, GAO (Level V), and a few 
other agencies with express statutory au
thorization to pay higher rates under sec
tion 3109 would continue. 

The present subsection Cb)(3), concerning 
advertising requirements for services to be 
acquired by contract, has been omitted as 
unnecessary since the subject is treated 
under the procurement laws and regula
tions. 

Subsection (c) continues the present re
striction against using section 3109 to fill 
SES positions. 

Subsection (d) would require the Office of 
Personnel Management to prescribe regula
tions concerning the employment of individ
ual experts and consultants appointed 
under the section and would require agen
cies to take corrective actions the Office di
rects. The subsection would permit the 
Office of Personnel Management to see that 
agencies are following the provisions of sec
tion 3109 in the same manner that the 
Office carries out its evaluation and compli
ance responsibilities for all other agency 
personnel management activities which are 
subject to OPM review. 

Subsection (e) would require agencies to 
provide the Office of Personnel Manage
ment with data and other information 
which is essential for effective oversight of 
agencies' use of experts and consultants. 
Neither this subsection nor subsection (d) 
above would require the National Security 
Agency to disclose information which is pro
tected by section 6 of the National Security 
Agency Act, Public Law 86-36. 

Subsection (f) would require agencies 
which have a statutory authority for ap
pointing experts and consultants other than 
5 U.S.C. 3109, to the extent they consider it 
practicable and in keeping with the provi
sions of their authorities, to employ experts 
and consultants consistent with the princi
ples of this section. 

Subsection (f) would not apply to inde
pendent statutory authorities including (1) 
those for appointment to particular occupa
tions such as the Veterans Administration's 
authority in 38 U.S.C. 4114 to fill physi
cians, dentists, and certain other positions, 
and (2) for the Attorney General to acquire 
the services of witnesses under authorities 
other than those for the appointment of ex
perts and consultants. 

Section 2 amends the analysis of chapter 
31 of title 5 to agree with the new catchline 
for section 3109. 

Section 3 provides a 180-day period for 
agencies and the Office of Personnel Man
agement to make effective preparation to 
implement this legislation. 

STATEMENT OF PuRPOSE AND JUSTIFICATION 

<A draft bill to amend section 3109 of t itle 5, 
United States Code, to clarify the author
ity for appointment and compensation of 
experts and consultants, and for other 
purposes) 
The purpose of this legislation is to 

reform the system for the appointment and 
compensation of experts and consultants as 
Federal employees under section 3109 of 
title 5, United States Code. 

For many years, executive branch officials 
and members of Congress have called at ten
tion to the need for agencies to improve 
their management of expert and consulting 
services, whether secured by contracting out 
or employment. Concerns noted include the 
use of consultant arrangements to bypass 
competitive employment procedures, per
sonnel ceilings, or pay limitations; unneces
sary projects; repeated extension of services 
which ought to be brief; assignments to 
policy-making work that agency officials 
should perform; and lack of hard data about 
the overall consultant picture. 

Working together, the Office of Federal 
Procurement Policy, Office of Management 
and Budget, and this Office have taken cer
tain actions to improve agency use of ex
perts and consultants and to eliminate 
misuse. 

This proposal would clean up problems in 
the employment area by clearly spelling out 
the terms for appointment of experts and 
consultants, by eliminating procurement 
and contracting from the provision, by pro
viding authority, where there had been 
none before, for central enforcement and 
corrective action, and by simplifying re
quirements. 

The use of outside experts and consult
ants for intermittent or temporary periods 
has been a long accepted practice in private 
business and Government. By bringing their 
highly specialized talents and insights to 
bear on new or unusual problems, these in
dividuals help an organization to operate 
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more economically and effectively. Because 
the service they provide is unique and be
cause the length of their service is often 
short and uncertain, they are usually not 
subject to the same employment procedures 
as regular personnel. In the Federal service, 
exceptions from normal employment re
quirements have been authorized for ex
perts and consultants at least as far back as 
the 1880's. 

The principal statutory authority govern
ing the employment of most experts and 
consultants in the Federal service was origi
nally enacted as section 15 of the Adminis
trative Expenses Act of 1946, and now ap
pears as section 3109 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

It is a general authority which permits an 
agency head, if he or she has specific statu
tory authorization, to "procure by contract" 
the temporary <not to exceed 1 year> or 
intermittent services of experts or consult
ants, or organizations of experts or consult
ants, including stenographic reporting serv
ices. It provides an explicit exception from 
laws requiring competitive appointment, po
sition classification, and General Schedule 
pay levels. 

For individuals serving in agencies other
wise subject to classification and pay laws, 
the section sets a maximum daily pay 
limit-either the top rate of GS-15 or the 
GS-18 rate, depending on the job. 

As part of its general review responsibil
ities the Office of Personnel Management 
monitors the employment of individual ex
perts and consultants primarily to assure 
that this authority is not used to circum
vent the competitive hiring system through 
improper exceptions. 

The general authority still serves an es
sential purpose for Federal managers. How
ever, experience has shown it is unnecessar
ily complex and cumbersome to administer. 
Personnel data reports and onsite evalua
tion findings reflect the problems agencies 
have with the law, even to uncertainty as to 
how to count and report their experts and 
consultants. Its mixture of employment 
with procurement make it a mystery to 
those who wish to use it. It is confusing be
cause of the multiplicity and variety of spe
cific agency statutory authorizations en
acted over the past 30 years to use the gen
eral authority. Among agencies, maximum 
daily pay rates range from $50 to Executive 
Level II. 

Further, the general authority makes no 
provision for central enforcement of the 
terms and conditions under which the serv
ices of experts and consultants may be ob
tained. 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CHANGES 
1. Eliminate any reference to procuring by 

contract the services of individuals 
One of the problems with section 3109 is 

that it speaks of obtaining the services of 
experts and consultants as Federal employ
ees by contract. This is a continuing source 
of confusion to agencies since most con
tracts for services are made un9,er the pro
curement regulations that flow from title 
41, U.S. Code <Public Contracts>, and are 
not intended to create an employer/employ
ee relationship. 

This leads to uncertainty about whether 
employment or something else is involved 
when an individual's services are procured 
by contract under section 3109, that is, 
whether these are really appointments in 
the usual sense. The provision for contract
ing for personal services in section 3109 
tends to blur the generally-accepted bound-

aries between "procurement" and "employ
ment" and it should be eliminated. 

The thrust of section 3109 is to permit ap
pointment of experts and consultants as em
ployees outside of the civil service and clas
sification laws. To accurately reflect that 
intent and the relationship between the 
agency and the individual experts and con
sultants it hires, the proposal substitutes 
"appoint" for "procure by contract" in the 
present law. 

This amendment would not affect agency 
authority under procurement laws to con
tract for services, including those of experts 
and consultants, since these are not employ
er-employee situations. It is important to 
note that the oversight role of the Office of 
Personnel Management respecting experts 
and consultants would be concerned solely 
with those who serve the Government as 
Federal employees. Its mandate as the cen
tral personnel agency is personnel manage
ment. The field of procurement manage
ment, of contracting for goods and services, 
is a world apart and subject to other stat
utes and oversight by other agencies. 

The provisions in the present law to "pro
cure by contract" the services of organiza
tions of experts and consultants and to ne
gotiate directly with contractors without 
regard to statutory advertising require
ments would be eliminated as unnecessary. 
The broad general authority agencies have 
to contract for services under Federal pro
curement regulations would include author
ity to contract with organizations of experts 
and consultants. Comparable exceptions for 
obtaining "personal or professional serv
ices" without formal advertising already 
appear in procurement laws including 10 
U.S.C. 2304 and 41 U.S.C. 252. 
2. Eliminate the requirement for each 

agency to have a separate statutory "trig
gering" authority before it can use the gen
eral statutory authority 
It has become almost commonplace to 

grant the required authorization. Almost all 
agencies have the authority. Over sixty au
thorities appear in permanent legislation. 
Others appear annually in appropriation 
acts. The General Accounting Office some 
time ago recommended simplifying the sec
tion to provide a self-contained authority 
for hiring experts and consultants by elimi
nating the requirement for authorizing lan
guage in organic or appropriation acts. 
Needless to say, elimination of the need for 
separate statutory authority in no way 
would preclude Congress from placing ap
propriations or other limitations on an 
agency's use of experts and consultants. 
3. Increase, for the Jew agencies restricted to 

lower rates, the top pay rate to grade GS-
18 for individuals for all occupations in 
agencies otherwise subject to the classifi
cation and pay laws 
The proposal would set grade GS-18 as 

the general maximum pay rate for jobs in 
agencies subject to the classification and 
General Schedule pay laws. This is a con
forming change to give all agencies author
ity to pay up to the same general maximum. 
Congress already has authorized the grade 
GS-18 rate when establishing new agencies 
in recent years. Some older permanent stat
utory authorizations limit pay to $100 a day 
or less-too low a rate to generally attract 
good personnel. At present, unless an 
agency has a specific rate set by its individ
ual statutory authority triggering section 
3109, it may pay up to the maximum of the 
GS-15 rate. <A Comptroller General decision 
says a GS-18 rate may be paid but only for 

professional work in research or in the hard 
sciences.) 

4. Provide central enforcement authority 
and put definitions in law. 

Although onsite evaluations show the ma
jority of individual experts and consultants 
hired are qualified, serve briefly, and other
wise represent proper use of the authority, 
agencies at times misuse it. For example, 
the work may become indistinguishable 
from that regularly performed by career 
employees, or the time limits on service in 
section 3109 may be exceeded. 

Accordingly, two changes are proposed to 
improve agency use-defining key terms in 
the legislation itself and assigning the 
Office of Personnel Management regulatory 
authority. The present statute does not 
define key terms, although administrative 
definitions have been developed over the 
years in the instructions of the former Civil 
Service Commission and in Comptroller 
General decisions. Placing these definitions 
in the law itself is needed for clarification. 

Section 3109 does not give regulatory au
thority to any agency. In the past, the 
former Civil Service Commission asserted 
technical jurisdiction because it was respon
Sible for determining coverage under the 
civil service and classification laws and 
misuse of the authority was, in effect, an il
legal exception from those laws. In recent 
years, in attempting to respond to agency 
challenges on legal grounds to its authority 
in this area, the Commission found there 
was little legal support for preventing 
misuse based on those laws. 

Authority to prescribe regulations and to 
take corrective actions would give necessary 
legal support to the Office of Personnel 
Management's present onsite evaluation 
and agency self-policing efforts. Authority 
to use the section would rest with the man
agement of each agency subject to regula
tion and oversight by the Office of Person
nel Management. The Office would see that 
the criteria for experts and consultants and 
the time limits on duration of service have 
been applied. It would protect regular, con
tinuing job opportunities for career employ
ees against improper assignment of experts 
and consultants, and guard against use of 
the authority for work which ought to be in 
the Senior Executive Service. 

In those instances where an individual 
agency misuses the authority, a variety of 
enforcement tools would be available for use 
when we believe it is necessary-including 
prior or post appointment review of individ
ual agency selections, and in special circum
stances, suspension of an agency's authority 
to hire experts or consultants pending com
pliance with the statute or with OPM's 
regulations. 

The proposal provides that the small 
number of agencies with authorities inde
pendent of section 3109 would conform to 
the principles of the section. 

The proposal would not have an inflation
ary impact nor would it require additional 
appropriations or outlays. 

U.S. OFFICE OF PERSONNEL 
MANAGEMENT, 

Washington, D.C., May 5, 1982. 
Hon. GEORGE H. BUSH, 
President of the Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: The Office of Per
sonnel Management is submitting with this 
letter for the consideration of the Congress 
proposed legislation "To amend section 3109 
of title 5, United States Code, to clarify the 
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authority for the appointment and compen
sation of experts and consultants as Federal 
employees, and for other purposes." 

This is an update of our proposal intro
duced asS. 2506last year. 

Under present section 3109 of title 5, 
United States Code, an agency may procure 
by contract the temporary <not to exceed 1 
year) or intermittent services of experts and 
consultants, or organizations thereof, with
out regard to certain civil service laws, when 
authorized to do so by specific legislation. 
Individuals hired under this section are Fed
eral employees. Unless other rates are speci
fied in that legislation, the maximum rate 
generally payable to an individual is the top 
daily rate for grade GS-15 under the Gener
al Schedule; for certain scientific or profes
sional positions, the maximum daily rate for 
grade GS-18 is authorized. 

Today there are over 60 permanent statu
tory authorities for individual agencies to 
use experts and consultants under section 
3109. Others are repeated annually in ap
propriation acts. Some permit renewal of 
appointments; others do not. Daily pay 
rates vary, with some as low as $50, to few 
at the GS-18 rate. 

Our proposal would clarify section 3109 by 
making it solely a personnel appointing au
thority and eliminating any connection with 
procurement and contracting, by updating 
its requirements, and by providing positive 
support in law for regulating the personnel 
aspects of employment under the authority. 
Other changes include removal of outdated 
pay rates for certain agencies or occupa
tions; addition of definitions of experts and 
consultants for clarification; and extension 
of the principles of section 3109, insofar as 
practicable, to those agencies with authority 
to appoint experts and consultants inde
pendent of the section. 

The proposed elimination of the need for 
agencies to have separate triggering author
ity in another statute before using 3109 
would in no way preclude the Congress from 
placing appropriations or other limitations 
on an agency's use of experts and consult
ants. 

This proposed legislation would further 
the continuing efforts of the executive 
branch to assure that agencies use expert 
and consultant services effectively and ap
propriately. 

The Office of Management and Budget 
advises there is no objection from the stand
point of the Administration's program to 
submission of this proposal. 

A similar letter is being sent to the Speak
er of the House of Representatives. 

Sincerely, 
DONALD J. DEVINE, 

Director.• 

By Mr. PERCY (for himself, Mr. 
DIXON, Mr. JEPSEN, Mr. ZORIN
SKY, Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. BAUCUS, 
Mr. BURDICK, Mr. LEVIN, and 
Mr. EXON): 

S. 2554. A bill to require the Com
modity Credit Corporation to dispose 
of Government-owned stocks of agri
cultural commodities; to the Commit
tee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For
estry. 
SURPLUS AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES DISPOSAL 

ACT OF 1982 

• Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Surplus Agri
cultural Commodities Disposal Act of 
1982. I am convinced that the enact-

ment of this legislation could result 
not only in a significant reduction in 
future Federal Government outlays 
for storage and handling of our grow
ing agricultural wheat and feed grain 
surpluses, but it will also mean sub
stantial benefits to the Nation in 
terms of increased liquid fuel self-suf
ficiency, stablized agricultural income, 
reduced Federal Government fuel 
costs, and increased flexibility in Fed
eral Government agricultural pro
grams. 

Mr. President, this Congress has 
before it an inescapable responsibility: 
How to reduce unacceptably large
and growing-Federal budget deficits. 
These deficits are the legacy of many 
years of Federal Government spend
ing, and there will be no simple solu
tions. 

Attachment 1 to this statement is a 
copy of an article from the March 22, 
1982, issue of Business Week noting 
that flat foreign sales of U.S. agricul
tural commodities have exacerbated 
the administration's budget deficit. In 
part, the growing surpluses of wheat 
and feed grains has forced the admin
istration to increase its projected out
lays for farm price-support programs 
in fiscal year 1982 and 1983 to more 
than $17 billion. 

Mr. President, attachment 2 is an in
dustry estimate of the true cost to the 
American taxpaper of Commodity 
Credit Corporation <CCC) ownership 
of surplus grains. Conservatively esti
mated, the cost to the Federal Treas
ury of holding 1 bushel of CCC corn 
for its average retention period of 2 
years exceeds $4.14 a bushel. This not 
only represents a severe drain on the 
Treasury, but also serves as an ex
treme drag on agricultural income, 
and in effect results in a vicious circle 
of Government acquisition and storage 
of ever-growing stocks. Especially, in 
view of the fact that the growth in 
export demand for U.S. agricultural 
commodities-which grew approxi
mately 7 percent each year during the 
1970's-is now expected to be flat, or 
even decline, it is clear that new ap
proaches are needed to better relieve 
these commodity surplus pressures. 

Mr. President, while no panacea, the 
legislation that I am introducing today 
represents what I believe to be onere
alistic means of helping to reduce tax
payer expenditures and contributing 
to a balanced budget. As an added ben
efit, the enactment of this legislation 
could provide the Nation with a high 
grade liquid fuel capable of further re
ducing oil imports, stablize agricultur
al income, create jobs, and expand 
Federal and State tax bases. 

The proposed legislation is really 
quite simple. It would provide the Sec
retary of Agriculture with the author
ity to contract with alcohol fuel pro
ducers, on a competitive bid basis, to 
process surplus commodities into fuel 
alcohol and its high protein coprod-

ucts. The legislation would provide the 
Secretary with sufficient latitude to 
insure that such processing arrange
ments would yield a positive budgetary 
gain to the taxpayer, with part of the 
returns coming about from the sales of 
the fuel alcohol to Federal fleet users 
as required by 42 U.S.C. 8871 and Ex
ecutive Order 12261. <Federal pur
chases of alcohol-enhanced fuels are 
required if the price is less than or 
equal to the price of unleaded gaso
line.) Further savings would accrue 
from the Secretary's ability to forgo 
the considerable costs of storage, han
dling, and interest on the surplus 
stocks that would otherwise be in
curred. 

While it can be argued that, under 
numerous scenarios, significant per 
bushel savings would result immedi
ately, there would also be substantial 
intangible benefits that the Nation 
would enjoy as a result of this pro
gram. Rather than simply allowing 
surplus commodities to continue to ac
cumulate, with the growing likelihood 
that they might never be used, the di
version of a percentage of these stocks 
for processing into fuel alcohol would 
stimulate job creation, back out crude 
oil imports on a gallon-for-gallon basis, 
stabilize and improve agricultural 
income, and begin an orderly, gradual 
approach toward greater value-added 
processing of agricultural committtees. 
Federal and State tax bases would be 
expanded, and an improved founda
tion toward more secure and dispersed 
energy production would be estab
lished. While the program admittedly 
offers no panaceas, it does offer us a 
rare opportunity to achieve all of 
these benefits and still enjoy direct 
budgetary gains. 

Attachment 2 provides a sample 
worksheet of the direct budgetary im
pacts of this proposal as it would work 
for a bushel of corn, as reported in re
marks by Representative THOMAS A. 
DASCHLE. The results for wheat and 
other feed grains would be compara
ble. I believe that the figures are con
servative and defensible. As the work
sheet makes clear, the CCC could 
expect to enjoy a net gain from imple
mentation of this program of between 
$1.56 to $4.06 per bushel of CCC corn 
that would otherwise have been re
tained for 2 years. For instance, an al
cohol fuel producer in Lenox, Iowa is 
currently taking damaged sample 
grade corn worth 80 cents a bushel 
and converting it to ethanol and pro
tein coproducts worth over $4 a 
bushel. One bushel of the damaged 
corn produces 2.1 gallons of ethanol 
and 14 pounds of protein byproducts. 
The owner of the plant says the dam
aged corn could not be used for animal 
feed because of its poor quality. How
ever, once converted into distilled 
dried grain, the animals will gladly 
devour it. 
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It should be emphasized that, while 

theoretically the system is supposed to 
operate in a way that ultimately en
ables the CCC to partially recoup its 
costs by selling the grain when market 
prices rise to the trigger level estab
lished by law, there is increasing prob
ability that stocks will grow to such 
levels that the CCC may not be able to 
expect to recoup even its acquisition 
costs until many years out into the 
future. In fact, there is growing con
cern among experts that current CCC 
storage capacity will not be sufficient 
and that some forfeited farmer reserve 
stocks may end up in piles on the 
ground. Here again, the alcohol fuels 
option is a perfect fit, since distressed 
or spoiled grains are suitable as feed
stocks for alcohol production. 

An obvious question is just how 
much of these CCC stocks could be 
taken in 1 year. Currently, the fledg
ling domestic alcohol fuels industry 
has a production capacity of well over 
250 million gallons, and facilities now 
in varying stages of construction will 
bring this production capacity to over 
360 million gallons annually by next 
year. Attachment 4 provides a summa
ry of the size and locations of these 
identified facilities. This is an impres
sive accomplishment when one consid
ers that this industry has been bat
tling a bewildering combination of re
verses in Federal Government policies 
as well as the current oil surplus. 

Yet another constraint on the 
amount of CCC grain stocks that 
could be utilized under this program in 
the near-term stems from the fact 
that the entire Federal fleet consumes 
only about 500 million gallons of gaso
line annually. Using the typical 10 per
cent ethanol-enhanced blend now sold 
widely throughout the country, this 
would mean that there exists an im
mediate market for 50 million gallons 
of fuel-grade ethanol. While this ad
mittedly represents less than 10 per
cent of current CCC stocks, since it 
would utilize 20 million bushels of 
grain, it is a figure that could be 
reached easily, with all of its attend
ant benefits. For instance, CCC now 
has over 30 million bushels of dis
tressed corn in storage. Therefore, the 
proposed program could be solely con
fined to using the below-grade corn. 
The potential for expansion of the 
fuel alcohol market is enormous and, 
while the Secretary must not allow 
CCC marketing efforts to displace the 
efforts of commercial fuel alcohol pro
ducers and marketers, it is clear that 
the midterm outlet for alcohol fuel 
under this program could range from 
pure alcohol usage at the State and 
local government level, and the cre
ation of a Strategic Alcohol Fuel Re
serve. 

This latter option is an especially ex
citing one, especially in view of the sig
nificant national security benefits it 
brings with it. In the event of a signifi-

cant oil supply interuption, it will be 
the Nation's rural areas and farms 
that will be most seriously affected, 
since most of them now find them
selves at the end of the pipeline. Our 
farmers account for approximately 4 
percent of total gasoline usage annual
ly, and the uninterrupted flow of 
liquid fuel to food and fiber producers 
is clearly a national security priority. 
This program could easily be expand
ed to create a cost effective, dispersed 
Strategic Alcohol Fuel Reserve 
<SAFUR) that would serve to address 
two serious problems simultaneously: 
Costly, hard to manage agricultural 
surpluses and dangerous vulnerability 
to oil supply interruptions. 

Finally, Mr. President, I believe 
there is one other major benefit of 
this program that is of particular im
portance to our world trade, and espe
cially our food aid, efforts. Contrary to 
the frequently-heard claim that fuel 
alcohol production presents a food vs. 
fuel threat, the progam I have pro
posed here would actually enhance the 
U.S. effort to meet world food needs. 
From a bushel of corn alone, a wet 
mill alcohol facility produces the fol
lowing high grade food/fuel copra
ducts: 1.5 lbs of corn oil; 9.2 lbs of corn 
gluten feed (21 percent protein); and 
2.7 lbs of corn gluten meal (60 percent 
protein). In fact, the production of 
fuel alcohol from grain yields coprod
ucts which contain all of the original 
protein, vitamins, and minerals; only 
the starch portion is used to produce 
the 2.5 gallons of ethanol per bushel. 
The result is an improved product for 
world trade and food aid purposes. 
Whether it be commercial purchasers 
like the Soviet Union or the poorest 
food aid recipients, there is one recur
rent problem in handling food ship
ments: an acute shortage of storage, 
loading, and transportation capability. 
The high protein alcohol fuel coprod
ucts represent a solution to this prob
lem, since they are only a third of the 
mass and weight of the bulk grain. Re
cipient countries get a concentrated 
quality product, and the United States 
gets a reduction in its commodity stor
age costs, a high grade liquid fuel, and 
the economic stimulus of increased 
jobs and tax base as a result of value 
added processing here in this country. 

Mr. President, I am convinced that 
this proposal is worthy of my col
leagues' unanimous support. It com
bines direct budgetary savings with 
stablized agricultural income, in
creased energy and national security, 
increased jobs and economic activity, 
and the promise of improved world 
food aid efforts. I would strongly urge 
my colleagues' fullest consideration 
and support. The early enactment of 
this proposal could transform hun
dreds of millions of dollars of costs 
into opportunities. We cannot afford 
to delay. 

In the last 2 years, we have seen an 
enormous growth in CCC held stocks. 
In 1977, for instance, the Government 
held only 1 million bushels of corn. 
Today, those stocks are at about 264 
million bushels. According to USDA 
those stocks are expected to increase 
to 315 million bushels by October 
1982, and to increase to 375 million 
bushels by October 1983. 

Mr. President, there is one overrid
ing reason for this buildup of Govern
ment stocks: The Soviet Grain Embar
go of 1980. Industry analysts directly 
attribute this embargo to the buildup 
of these stocks. These same analysts 
believe that the CCC reserves of corn 
are driving down prices by at least 20 
cents a bushel. That would amount to 
a net loss to the Nation's farmers of 
$1.5 billion, based on a projected 7.7 
billion bushel corn harvest this fall. 

Even if this program were to in
crease corn prices by a few cents a 
bushel, farm income could increase by 
tens of millions of dollars nationally. 
Of course, the real answer to reducing 
these growing surpluses is to develop 
export markets. Together with Agri
culture Committee Chairman Helms, 
Secretary Block, and many others, we 
are all working on developing these 
new markets. However, we should not 
just count on exports to improve the 
picture, but look to creative programs 
such as this proposed law. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the attachments mentioned 
earlier and certain other supporting 
materials be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From Business Week, Mar. 22, 1982] 
FLAT FARM EXPORTS MAKE THE DEFICIT 

GROW 

Foreign sales of agricultural commod
ities-a critical source of trade revenue for 
the U.S. and of income for its farmers-are 
heading toward their first decline since the 
late 1960's. The drop is adding to the budget 
problems of the Reagan Administration, 
which recently doubled its projection of out
lays for farm price-support programs in 
fiscal 1982 and 1983 to more than $17 bil
lion. And because it is depressing the farm 
economy in an election year, the drop in 
export sales is generating congressional sup
port for retaliatory trade measures to force 
Japan and Western Europe to reduce trade 
barriers and subsidies. 

In its March forecast, the Agriculture 
Dept. projected farm export sales of $42.5 
billion, down 3 percent from the previous 
year and the first drop since 1969. The de
cline will result from a combination of lower 
prices and lagging volume in some key 
goods, such as feed grains. Total feed-grain 
exports, Agriculture predicts, will be down 6 
percent to 64.6 million metric tons. Corn 
prices, now at $2.63 a bushel, are 23 percent 
lower than a year ago. 

FEWER ORDERS 

Moreover, the outlook is for continuing 
weakness in exports and prices. Developing 
and industrialized nations, including such 
important markets as China and Japan, are 
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ordering less because of the worldwide re
cession that has reduced growth and limited 
export earnings. And the largest potential 
buyer in the East bloc, the Soviet Union, is 
both pinched for hard currency and wary of 
new U.S. trade restrictions. Notes one trade 
analyst: "If you thought there was going to 
be an embargo, why expose yourself fur
ther?" Russia so far has ordered only about 
half the 23 million tons of grain Washing
ton has invited it to buy. 

Faltering export sales have a twofold 
impact on the federal budget. Because crop 
prices decline, Agriculture is forced to pay 
grain farmers more compensation under 
target price programs. And because more 
farmers are likely to default on crop loans, 
the department's Commodity Credit Corp. 
must take title to more grain and assume re
sponsibility for reselling it. 

David A. Stockman, director of the Office 
of Management and Budget, has conceded 
that the Administration's projections for 
crop program outlays were some $9 billion 
too low for fiscal 1982 and 1983. And some 
analysts believe even that estimate is not 
high enough. Says Vincent J. Malanga, 
senior economist at A. Gary Shilling & Co., 
a New York consulting firm: "Between re
duced export demand and the large harvests 
likely in the coming year, the government is 
going to have to buy an awful lot of grain." 

PRESSURE ON THE HILL 
In the meantime, some members of Con

gress are trying to pressure the Reagan Ad
ministration into taking a more aggressive 
role in marketing agricultural products 
abroad. Almost immediately after the Agri
culture Dept. reduced its estimate of fiscal 
1982 export sales, the House Agriculture 
Committee called Agriculture Secretary 
John R. Block and U.S. Trade Representa
tive William E. Brock to hearings on farm 
exports. 

Committee members told them that the 
Administration should support funding of a 
new program to subsidize commodity loans 
for developing nations and work harder to 
reduce trade restrictions in industrialized 
countries such as Japan, which the U.S. will 
confront in trade talks during April. If the 
Administration does not press harder, Con
gress will, declares Chairman Eligio de la 
Garza (D-Tex.). "I hope the signal is going 
out," he says. 

SAMPLE WORK SHEET OF TOTAL COSTS FOR 
CCC-HELD CORN 

Acquisition ....................................... $2.50 
Transportation .. .... ..... ................... .. .30 
Handling........................................... .138 
Storage-year 1............................... .31 

-----
3.25 

Interest-year 1-percent.............. x 14 
-----

3.895 
Storage-year 2 ............................... .30 

-----
4.195 

Interest-year 2-percent.............. x 14 
-----

Total 1 .................................... . $4.786 
1 Estimated average carrying cost to Government 

of 1 bushel of CCC-held corn over a 2-year period. 
Theoretically, the system is supposed to 

work in a way that ultimately enables the 
Government to recoup its costs by selling 
the grain when market prices improve to 
where they hit the "trigger level" (105 per
cent of weighted average market price?) al
lowable by law for release of Government 
stocks. However, this rarely takes into ac
count the Government's cost of money, ad-

ministrative costs, or other incidental ex
penses of carrying the stocks, even under 
the best of circumstances. 

It should be remembered, for instance, if 
the Government decides to dispose of the 
grain by exporting it, it will be responsible 
for paying the freight (estimated at ap
proximately $.30 to $.70 per bushel, as well 
as additional handling charges. 

Most importantly, it is becoming increas
ingly likely that, with U.S. carryover grow
ing to record levels, and foreign purchasers 
relegating the United States to a supplier of 
last resort, CCC stocks could grow even 
larger, and retention times increase. The 
costs to the taxpayer could become even 
larger unless alternative outlets and meth
ods of utilization are found. 

PROPOSAL.-CCC contract with alcohol 
fuel producers to bid for surplus grain. CCC 
retain title to grain, pay a "processing" fee 
plus allow alcohol producer to keep high 
protein by-product, and CCC sell alcohol to 
Federal fleet. 

ROUGH BUDGET IMPACTS IN PER BUSHEL 
COSTS AND GRAINS TO FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

yosts: 
Processing fee 1 ................................ $1,87 
Value of DDG given to processor 1.34 

Total costs................................. .. .. 3.21 
Value: 

Sale of alcohol to DFSC 2 .............. 2.50 
Storage, handling, interest costs 

foregone ........................................ (a) 
Intangibles-reduced oil imports, job 

creation, farm income stabilization < 4 ) 

Total value.................................... (5) 
Total net budgetary gain ........... ( s) 

1 $.75 per gallon x 2.5 gallon per bushel. 
2 At $1 per gallon. 
3 Conservative estimate $2.28 to $4. 78. 
• No value given. 
• $4.78 to $7.28. 
6 Direct per bushel of $1.56 to $4.06 based on aver

age 2 year retention period for stocks. Higher 
figure assumes that extreme surpluses would inter· 
fere with CCC recoupment of acquisition costs as 
provided for under law. 

U.S. fuel alcohol production capacity 
[Anhydrous gallons] 

Year: 

1979 .................................... . 
1980 .................................... . 
1981 .................................... . 
1982 .................................... . 
1983 ................................... .. 

Production 
capacity 

40,000,000 
85,000,000 

175,000,000 
281,000,000 

1 362,000,000 
1 Projected through first quarter only. 

U.S. FUEL ETHANOL PRODUCTION CAPACITY THROUGH MAR. 
31, 1983 

[Capacity in million gallons] 

Facility location Feedstock 

Archer Daniels Midland 1 .. .. •.. ••. Decatur, Ill .... . Corn starch ...... . 
Pekin Energy Company 1 ...... .. •.. Pekin, Ill ....... .... . ..... do 
Archer Damels Midland 1 ••••••••• . Cedar Rpaids, ..... do 

Iowa. 
A.E. Staley 1 •••••••••• . loudon, Tenn ...... . ..... do .. .. . . 
Archer Daniels Midland . ..... ...... Peoria, 111. ........... Corn ..... . 
Am. Gasohol Refiners ... . ........ Wichita, Kans ............ do .... ............ . 
Michigan Agrifuels .......... . ........ Alma, Mich ... ...... . ..... do ................ . 

~~~ioa~~~~i~(p.eo. ·· ::: t~~~~r~. ~iiL siiii~·::: 
Midwest Solvents. . ............... .... Atchison, Kans .... Corn 
Syn Corp......... Roberta. Ga ........• Spirits .... 
A. Smith Bowman .. Reston, Va ..... . ..... do. 
White Flame Fuels ................. .. Van Buren, Ark ... Corn ... . 
Georgia Pacific.... Bellingham, Wood ........ . 

Wash .. 
Farm Fuel Products Storm lake, Corn ...... . 

Iowa. 
Colorado Gasohol .... .............. Baca. Colo.. . ..... do 
Milbrew ...... . ............. Juneau, Wis .. .. .. Whey .. 

Total. ........ .... .. ...................... . 

Capacity 

60.0 
60.0 
45.0 

40.0 
15.0 
10.0 
8.0 
6.0 
5.0 
3.5 
3.0 
3.0 
3.0 
3.0 

2.5 

2.0 
2.0 

271.0 

U.S. FUEL ETHANOL PRODUCTION CAPACITY THROUGH MAR. 
31, 1983-Continued 
[Capacity in million gallons] 

Facility 

Small scale production. 

Year ending Dec. 31 , 
1982. 

Jst Quarter 1983 

location Feedstock Capacity 

10.0 

281.0 

South Point Ethanol........... .. South Point, Corn 60.0 
Ohio. 

Kentucky Agricultural Energy Franklin,Ky ... ........... do 21.0 

Total. .. .. ... .................... 81.0 

Total capacity 
through March 1983. 

1 Corn wet milling facility. 

================= 
362.0 

[From Alcohol Week, Mar. 22, 19821 
POSTAL SERVICE ALCOHOL PINTOS RUNNING 

FINE, WITH No TROUBLE AT ALL 
The ethanol and methanol fleet vehicles 

operated by the U.S. Postal Service in 
Springfield, IL and Denver, CO are running 
fine and giving no trouble at all. The Postal 
Service has 10 methanol powered Ford 
Pintos and 10 ethanol Pintos operating out 
of Denver, and nine methanol and eight 
ethanol Pintos operating out of Springfield. 
Another methanol Pinto and two more eth
anol Pintos will soon be added to the 
Springfield fleet, making 20 methanol cars 
and 20 ethanol Pintos in all. 

Conversions of the cars from gasoline 
fueling to alcohol is being done by Postal 
Service garages in Springfield and Denver, 
using conversion kits prepared by Alcohol 
Energy Systems Inc. of Sunnyvale, CA. The 
cars have been operating for some six 
weeks, according to a Postal Service official. 

Thirteen alcohol cars were operating 
during a severe cold spell in Springfield and 
experienced no trouble with starting or op
eration by postal delivery drivers. No drive
ability difference was detected between the 
alcohol Pintos and gasoline Pintos, the 
source said. "If anything, [the alcohol cars] 
are a bit better." 

It is too early for any comparative operat
ing data to be available, said the Postal 
Service source. The Pintos will be operated 
"until they quit," or for their full service 
life of 6-8 years. Since they have been con
verted for alcohol fueling, including having 
their engine compressions raised, they could 
not practicably be reconverted to gasoline 
operation, the source said. 

Evalaution of fleet operations results will 
be done in a couple of years, said the source. 
Whether the Postal Service buys more alco
hol cars will depend upon the results of the 
Springfield and Denver experiment. More 
engine wear is expected with the methanol 
cars than the ethanol cars, the source said. 

Ethanol for the Springfield fleet is being 
provided by Archer Daniels Midland and 
methanol is being provided by Ashland 
Chemical. Ethanol and methanol for the 
Denver fleet is being provided by Ashland 
Chemical, the source said.e 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, today I 
am pleased to join with Senator PERCY 
and others in introducing the Surplus 
Agricultural Commodities Act of 1982. 
This proposal would allow the U.S. De
partment of Agriculture to dispose of 
surplus stocks of grain at a substantial 
savings to the Government without 
changing current market demand for 
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these agricultural commodities. This 
measure also reaffirms our commit
ment to the alcohol fuels industry. 

This proposed legislation would 
allow the Secretary of Agriculture to 
award processing contracts on a com
petitive bid basis to alcohol production 
facilities that would guarantee the de
livery back to the Commodity Credit 
Corporation of a specified amount of 
fuel-grade alcohol by a specified date. 
The alcohol fuel produced would be 
sold by the CCC only to Federal fleet 
users at a price low enough to require 
its purchase under existing Federal 
law and Executive Order 12261. 

This proposal would result in signifi
cant savings to the Government. Ac
cording to the USDA, it now costs the 
CCC at least $1.72 per bushel in inter
est, storage, transportation, and han
dling costs for surplus grain held for 2 
years. These figures do not take into 
consideration the amount of loss asso
ciated with the deterioration in the 
quality of the grain held by the 
USDA. 

The outlook for the agriculture 
economy is bleak. Estimates for net 
farm income are at the lowest level 
since the Great Depression. In 1981, 
for the first time in over a decade, the 
value of agricultural exports declined. 
The amount of stock held by the CCC 
and in the farmers-held reserve con
tinues to increase and with the possi
bility of good crops again this year, 
this amount will continue to become 
larger. This proposal creates a new 
demand for these stocks at a savings 
to the Government. 

Mr. President, I ask for prompt con
sideration of this bill and ask my col
leagues to join me in support of this 
proposed legislation. 

By Mr. DANFORTH (for himself 
and Mr. CHILES): 

S. 2556. A bill to require that furni
ture and decorative accessories for use 
in offices of certain officers of the 
Government be procured by the Ad
ministrator of General Services, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Governmental Affairs. 
FURNITURE PURCHASE REIMBURSEMENT ACT OF 

1982 

e Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, 
this morning the Subcommittee on 
Federal Expenditures, Research, and 
Rules held a field hearing at the Fed
eral Labor Relations Authority here in 
Washington. We saw there a memora
ble abuse of public funds. The offices 
of the three members of the FLRA 
had been decorated, at taxpayer ex
pense, at a cost of more than $150,000. 
We saw two Barcelona chairs, pur
chased at a cost of $3,400. We saw 
eight file cabinets that cost $3,900. We 
saw a conference table and eight 
chairs that cost more than $10,000. 

These purchases were made last 
year, despite an OMB bulletin prohib
iting such spending and despite budget 

cutbacks that ultimately led to 47 
FLRA employees being RIF'd. None of 
the three members acknowledged 
knowing anything about the cost of 
their furniture or even the total cost 
of the contract until the furniture ar
rived. 

I do not believe that this behavior is 
typical of our Federal employees; 
indeed, I do not believe that this be
havior necessarily casts a shadow on 
the FLRA's ability to carry out its mis
sion. But I do believe it is time to put a 
stop, once and for all, to the possibility 
of this happening again. 

That is why I am introducing the 
Furniture Purchase Reimbursement 
Act of 1982. My message to Federal 
employees is very simple: either do it 
right, of buy it yourself. Under my 
bill, all purchases of furniture for 
Presidential appointees will have to be 
handled through the General Services 
Administration. If a Federal employee 
violates that rule, he will pay for the 
furniture out of his own pocket. 

At present, the Office of Manage
ment and Budget has little power to 
enforce a freeze on furniture procure
ment: An outlaw like the FLRA can 
simply go out and contract for the 
purchase outside the usual GSA chan
nels. This bill, in my opinion, will pro
vide a simple, straightforward, com
monsense remedy. I look forward to its 
prompt consideration.• 
• Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, this 
morning, Senator DANFORTH and I 
went to the Federal Labor Relations 
Authority offices downtown and 
toured their facilities. 

What we found was an agency which 
has spent a quarter of a million dollars 
furnishing the offices of its three 
members in a palatial manner. 

We saw carpet and wallpaper pur
chases which cost $5,000 to $15,000 per 
room, conference tables $4,000, and 
chairs $400 to $700 each. 

Mr. President, it made me mad to 
see that these officials ordered them
selves a complete set of patio furni
ture: Tables, umbrellas, chairs, and 
serving carts for $2,400. Then they dis
covered that the doors to the patio are 
permanently locked, so they gave the 
furniture to the Park Service, which 
has put it out for public use. I am 
angry for the taxpayers who have to 
subsidize this kind of activity. 

All of this was occurring while per
sonnel were being fired because the 
Government could not pay their sala
ries; with new and surplus furniture in 
warehouses; and during a Presidential 
freeze on such purchases. 

Our hearing this morning revealed 
that the agency heads were operating 
in total disregard to law, to procure
ment regulations, and most of all in 
total disregard of commonsense. 

Mr. President, we had them all testi
fy, and no one admitted prior knowl
edge of the costs and the opulence of 

the procurements which were subse
quently made. 

One agency official stated that with 
the benefit of hindsight, what took 
place in the agency was "illegal." 

Mr. President, I am delighted to join 
Senator DANFORTH in cosponsoring 
this legislation which would make 
agency officials personally responsible 
for furniture purchases they might 
make under similar circumstances.• 

By Mr. QUAYLE: 
S. 2557. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to simplify the 
tax system by providing flat rate 
schedules for individuals and corpora
tions, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

SELF-TAX PLAN ACT OF 1982 

• Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. President, today 
I am introducing the "SELF-Tax Plan 
Act of 1982," a proposal to simplify 
our tax system by providing flat rate 
schedules for individuals and corpora
tions. My proposal will restore four es
sential principles to the tax system: 
simplicity, efficiency, lower rates, and 
fairness <SELF). The SELF tax reform 
will permit the American taxpayer to 
complete the required tax return 
forms quickly and by him or herself. 

FAILURES OF THE CURRENT TAX SYSTEM 

Henry Simons, writing in his classic 
study, "Personal Income" Taxation, 1 

insisted that an income tax, if it was to 
be an improvement over payroll or 
excise taxes, "should be progressive, it 
should be levied according to simple 
general rules or principles • • • and it 
should be as equitable as possible 
among individuals. Thus, it must pro
ceed from a clear and workable con
ception of personal income; and it 
must be constructed in such manner 
as to minimize the possibilities, both 
of lawful avoidance • • • and of suc
cessful evasion through false declara
tion." 

Our current tax system retains an 
officially progressive rate structure, 
but in every other respect fails to meet 
the primary requirements of a fair tax 
system. These requirements are: sim
plicity, efficiency, low tax rates and 
fairness <SELF). Our tax system, 
taking into account all the exceptions 
and preferences built into the law, is 
also not even very progressive. 

A. SIMPLICITY 

A "simple" tax system is one in 
which the tax code is relatively simple 
to understand and administer. Regula
tions, forms and instructions should be 
easily understood by taxpayers and 
tax administrators alike. 

Today our tax structure is more 
complex than it has ever been. In 
1954, only 18 percent of taxpayers 
used tax return preparers; over 80 per
cent filled out their tax forms person-

Footnotes at end of article. 
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ally. In 1981, 52.4 percent of all 1040 
forms were prepared by specialists as 
were 16.9 percent of all 1040A forms
an average of almost 40 percent over
all. 

In addition, in 1953, even though 
most Americans filled out their own 
tax forms, only 3.2 percent of 1040 and 
1040A returns had mathematical 
errors. In 1976, 8.8 percent of these 
forms had such errors, and in 1980 the 
error rate was 7.4 percent. 

The Commissioner of Internal Reve
nue, in 1977, summarized the difficul
ty clearly when he stated that the 
basic filing requirements for U.S. tax 
returns are "beyond the comprehen
sion of a large portion of the adult 
population." 2 

B. EFFICIENCY 

An efficient tax system is "neutral:" 
it allows personal and business deci
sions to be made on the basis of their 
perceived value, apart from tax consid
erations. It does not induce individuals 
and businesses to engage in uneconom
ic activity in order that they receive 
specific tax breaks. 

Clearly the U.S. tax system has been 
a major factor influencing recent U.S. 
patterns in trade, investment, re
search, and development. The tax 
structure has promoted consumption 
and over-investment in such items as 
residential housing and racehorses, 
while it has discouraged business mod
ernization. It has been a major factor 
contributing to our recent decline in 
productivity growth. 

An efficient tax system is also one 
which can collect necessary revenues 
with relatively simple enforcement 
procedures, made possible by public 
support and cooperation. Thus, an ef
ficient tax system must be perceived 
as basically fair and worthy of sup
port. 

There was a time when Americans 
were proud to pay their income tax. 
Efficiency of collection surpassed the 
efforts of most other nations, with rel
atively few tax collectors and special 
enforcement mechanisms. Today, this 
situation is dramatically different. 

More Americans each year are 
taking advantage of the available tax 
loopholes. For every year since 1976 a 
smaller percentage of American tax re
turns have chosen to take the stand
ard deduction while a higher percent
age has chosen to itemize. Also, the av
erage American taxpayer who itemizes 
no longer fills out his own tax form; a 
clear majority of those who itemize 
have their returns filled out by profes
sionals. American business also has 
taken advantage of the tax prefer
ences; it is now estimated that nearly 
half of all American businesses, as a 
result of the complex collection of 
available business tax provisions, will 
pay no corporate income tax in fiscal 
year 1983. 

Enforcement of the tax laws has 
become extremely costly to Govern-

Footnotes at end of article. 

ment. Nearly half of all government
created paperwork stems from differ
ent tax forms, requiring an estimated 
expenditure of 650 million man-hours 
annually. The system, rather than in
ducing cooperation, has angered the 
average taxpayer who is beginning to 
turn away from the system altogether. 
It is now estimated that 15 percent of 
income goes unreported, probably the 
highest percentage in the history of 
the Internal Revenue Code. 

Recently, a bill was introduced by 
Senators DOLE and GRASSLEY to 
reform the tax compliance system. 
Senator DoLE estimates that the 
income tax compliance gap for both 
individual and corporate income 
taxes-the difference between what 
the Federal Government is owed and 
what it collects-grew from $21 billion 
in 1973 to $76 billion in 1981. His bill 
would require stiffer reporting, higher 
penalties for noncompliance, and a 
beefing-up of IRS resources. 3 

The regulatory cost of the present 
tax system is staggering. Today IRS 
regulations contained in title 26 of the 
Internal Revenue Code fill some 
10,000 pages. The IRS employs more 
than 50 attorneys who spend 65 per
cent of their time writing new regula
tions, generally specifically authorized 
by Congress. Rather than attempting 
to cut down on these regulations, we 
are now considering expanding and en
forcing them more effectively. This 
can only serve to anger the average 
taxpayer even more. 

C. LOW TAX RATES 

The profusion of tax preferences in 
the present code substantially redis
tributes the Federal tax burden and 
renders it considerably less progressive 
than the published tax rates. Also, by 
excluding substantial amounts of 
income from the tax base, rates im
posed on the remainder must be kept 
high so the necessary amount of reve
nue can be raised. 

For example, in 1961 only 10 percent 
of U.S. tax returns had a positive mar
ginal tax rate other than 20 to 22 per
cent. In that year we had almost a 
flat, rather than progressive schedule 
of tax rates. 4 Today, in comparison, 
published tax rate schedules are much 
more progressive than they were in 

. 1961, but we also have enacted a pro
fusion of tax expenditures. 

The result has been, in spite of all 
the changes in the tax laws over the 
last 30 thirty years, average tax rates 
as a percent of personal income have 
gradually increased, despite passage of 
the 1964 and 1981 tax laws which both 
substantially lowered maximum tax 
rates <from 91 to 70 percent in 1964; 
from 70 to 50 percent in 1981 5 ). Be
tween 1951 and 1981 the average tax 
rate as a percentage of personal 
income increased from 9.2 percent in 
1951 to 12.1 percent in 1981.6 

D. FAIRNESS 

A tax system is fair if it is based on 
the basic principle of ability of pay. 
All income should be treated equally 
as part of the tax base, and people 
with the same income should pay the 
same tax. 

Clearly this does not describe the 
current American tax system. In 1982, 
U.S. individual income tax rates range 
from zero to 50 percent. However, U.S. 
law also provides for well over a hun
dred separate exclusions, exemptions, 
deductions, preferential tax rates, 
credits and tax deferrals which allow 
for relief or exemption from current 
taxes. These so-called "tax expendi
tures" either reduce taxable income or 
reduce taxes by applying lower rates, 
credits or delays in tax payment. The 
total revenue lost to all tax expendi
tures will be over $250 billion in fiscal 
year 1982, well over twice the size of 
the Federal budget deficit projected 
for that year. 7 

Because of the complexity in the tax 
law, substantial equity has been lost; 
different taxpayers with roughly the 
same income pay far different rates of 
tax depending on their eligibility for 
different tax preferences. Tax expend
itures have rendered the otherwise 
progressive rate structure less progres
sive, partly because tax preferences 
are most prevalently used by wealthy 
taxpayers to reduce their tax burden: 
These are the taxpayers who can 
afford to hire ·specialists to take ad
vantage of the tax code's complexity. 

A NEW APPROACH TO RAISING REVENUES: THE 
SELF-TAX PLAN 

I believe we need to reexamine the 
fundamental structure of our tax 
system. We must reestablish SELF as 
the overriding principle in taxation: 
simplicity, efficiency, low tax rates, 
and fairness. These principles entail 
the following: 

People should be able to understand 
the basic requirements of the tax law 
and to file their returns by them
selves, without the need for profes
sional assistance. 

All income should be taxed equally. 
People who earn the same income 
should pay the same tax. 

The poor should not be taxed at all, 
and we should be careful to establish 
this standard fairly generously. 

Specific preferences and subsidies 
should be removed from the tax code; 
economic policy should be addressed 
directly and not through incompre
hensible tax manipulations. 

What I am advocating is a return to 
a simple relatively flat-rate tax sched
ule. It has been estimated that a flat 
rate of about 19 percent on all income, 
excluding payments from the very 
poor, would raise about the same reve
nue as was raised by the Federal Gov
ernment in 1980.8 

While a -single flat rate would be 
simplest to administer, I would advo-
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cate retaining at least some progressiv
ity in the tax structure. I would 
exempt from all taxes persons eaming 
$17,500 per year or less. However, I 
would include all sources of income in 
computation of each individual's tax 
base. 

My plan will eliminate almost all 
special tax exemptions from the code. 
Government benefits would be count
ed as income. This would include, for 
example, unemployment insurance, 
employers' contributions to health 
benefits, credits for child care ex
penses, the exclusion of employee 
meals, food stamp benefits, and basic 
retirement benefits. I would include a 
provision to insure that persons receiv
ing social security should not be taxed 
twice on their social security contribu
tion. 

Currently the officially defined pov
erty level is about $9,000 per year for a 
family of four. The value of transfer 
payments received for the same size 
family is now estimated to equal about 
$5,000 per year. I believe that with a 
$17,500 limitation per individual tax
payer, no poor person by current defi
nitions would be required to pay any 
tax. In addition, the lowest income re
cipients among the non-poor popula
tion would also be exempt from indi
vidual income taxation. 

In addition, I believe the wealthiest 
taxpayers should pay a somewhat 
higher rate than the average taxpay
er. Thus, I would advocate a top rate 
of 25 percent on incomes above $50,000 
per year. Incomes between $17,500 and 
$50,000 would be taxed at an 18-per
cent rate. This would add an element 
of progressivity to the system and 
should provide sufficient revenue to 
conduct the activities of the Federal 
Govemment. 

I would permit a dependents' allow
ance of $600 per person to recognize 
the costs of raising children. I would 
retain the current system which dis
tinguishes single individuals from mar
ried persons, and I would permit the 
filing by married couples of joint tax 
returns. 

With respect to business taxes, I 
would establish a flat 20-percent rate 
that would apply to all forms of busi
ness, including corporations, partner
ships, and farms. Business would be 
taxed on the base of gross eamings, 
less the amount paid for goods, serv
ices and employee compensation. I 
would permit a capital recovery allow
ance to encourage investment in plant 
and equipment and allow deductions 
for such normal costs of business as in
terest and depreciation. 

As with the individual income tax 
base, I would repeal the current 
morass of deductions from the numer
ous specific business subsidies in the 
present tax code. Businesses would not 
be taxed on earnings received from 
ownership of other businesses, provid-

Footnotes at end of article. 

ed the owned business files its own tax 
return. 

I would tax business income only 
once, with the business tax. I would 
therefore not tax individuals for earn
ings from dividends, interest and cap
ital gains, since this income would al
ready have been taxed via the business · 
tax. The effect of removing the cur
rent double taxation of business 
income should be to encourage invest
ment in productive enterprise and to 
simplify investment decisions. 

Under this general plan, then, all of
ficial tax rates would be reduced sub
stantially. The top individual tax rate 
would drop from 50 to 25 percent. The 
top business tax rate would be reduced 
from 46 to 20 percent. 

The ms could devise a postcard on 
which every taxpayer could compute 
his own tax. Paperwork for business 
would be cut very radically, as it would 
for Government. Lower rates would be 
made possible by a fairly broad expan
sion of the tax base. The poorest indi
viduals would pay no tax, and we 
would retain a slightly progressive 
rate schedule. In addition, business 
would pay its fair share of the tax 
burden. 

The estimated effects of my pro
posed plan are summarized in table I: 

As can be seen from the table <which 
is based on data produced by the 
Treasury Department in 1981), if my 
plan were in effect for the current 
fiscal year, the Federal Government 
would collect about $29 billion more in 
revenue than under current law. 

The different income groups would 
be affected differently by the pro
posed system. The poor and near-poor 
would pay no tax. In 1982, this group 
paid $34.5 billion in Federal income 
taxes. 

The middle group <$17,500 to 
$50,000) would pay about $16.3 billion 
less in tax than they pay under cur
rent law, providing a somewhat lower 
percentage of total Federal taxes col
lected. The $17,500 to $50,000 income 
group would provide 27.7 percent of 
total Federal revenues compared to 
31.6 percent under current law. 

The wealthiest group of taxpayers 
(over $50,000 per year) would pay 
$17.8 billion more in individual income 
taxes under the SELF plan than under 
current law. The highest income group 
would also provide a higher proportion 
of Federal revenues collected than 
they do now (13 percent compared to 
10.7 percent). 

Under my proposed SELF plan, busi
ness income taxes would provide $62 
billion more in Federal tax revenues 
than at present. Business would pro
vide 17.1 percent of total Federal reve
nues-not a high proportion by histor
ic standards. This would reverse the 
recent trend of eliminating business 
taxes. In 1982, business income taxes 
will provide only 8.0 percent of total 
Federal revenues. 

NECESSITY FOR DEALING WITH THE TAX 
PROBLEM NOW 

The present tax structure, including 
its numerous preferences and loop
holes, is no longer able to raise suffi
cient revenues for the operation of the 
Federal Govemment. If we do nothing 
to raise revenues we cannot avoid 
large budget deficits. Such deficits 
frighten businessmen and investors, 
causing interest rates to remain very 
high. This weakens the prospects for a 
healthy economic recovery. It is clear 
that Congress must address the issue 
of long-term revenues if the Federal 
deficit is to be reduced. 

The need to simplify the tax struc
ture is widely recognized. Several bills 
have already been introduced in the 
Senate which would order the Treas
ury Secretary to propose legislation or 
to draft changes in regulations to pro
vide for massive simplification of the 
tax code.9 

If a serious approach to increasing 
the tax base is not soon adopted, we 
will face the prospect of either raising 
rates or adding new taxes. I believe we 
will all be better off if we took the 
path of reform. If we do not, we will 
be perpetuating the present inequities 
and inefficiencies in the system. 

Many advantages would ensue from 
a program of tax simplification. Amer
icans could once again compute their 
own taxes. They no longer would have 
to employ tax preparers to wade 
through a jungle of incomprehensible 
regulations. The ease of dealing with 
the tax system should result in an in
crease in income reported, and the un
derground economy would begin to 
shrink. 

The system would be much fairer. 
People with the same income would 
pay the same level of tax. There would 
be no reward to employing high priced 
tax specialists to gain special benefits 
by manipulating confusing rules and 
regulations; there would be relatively 
few regulations to manipulate. Every
one who pays tax would do so on the 
same, straightforward basis. This 
should reduce taxpayer anger and re
store basic public respect for the total 
system. 

The system would also be more equi
table and more efficient. The poor 
would not pay anything, the wealthy 
would pay a higher rate than anyone 
else, and business would pay its fair 
share. A substantial burden in paper
work would be lifted from business, 
govemment, and individuals alike. Tax 
considerations would no longer be the 
driving force behind specific business 
decisions; the economy would be freer 
to respond to normal market forces. 
The result should be higher economic 
growth and productivity. Overall long
term benefits from such tax reform 
can be very great and I believe we 
should begin to consider the issue seri
ously. 
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9 S . 2147 <97th Congress, 2d session, March 1, 
1982> introduced by Senator DeConcini requires the 
Treasury Secretary to propose legislation that 
would establish a simple income tax with low mar
ginal rates. S. 2200 (97th Congress, 2d session, 
March 15, 1982> introduced by Senator Helms, 
would provide for a flat 10 percent income tax rate 
to all individuals, allowing only a $2,000 personal 
exemption. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the bill, a section-by-section 
analysis, and a table be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 2557 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "SELF-Tax 
Plan Act of 1982". 
SEC. 2. SIMPLIFIED RATES FOR INDIVID

UALS. 
Section 1 of the Internal Revenue Code of 

1954 <relating to tax on individuals) is 
amended to read as follows: 
"SECTION 1. TAX IMPOSED. 

"There is hereby imposed on taxable 
income of each individual (including an 
estate and trust) for each taxable year a tax 
equal to the applicable percentage of tax
able income determined in accordance with 
the following table: 
" If the taxable income The applicable percent-

is: age is: 

Not over $17,500................. .................... 0 
Over $17,500 but not over $50,000 ...... 18 
Over $50,000 ........................................... 25.". 
SEC. 3. FLAT RATE FOR CORPORATIONS. 

Section 11 of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1954 (relating to tax imposed on corpora
tions) is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 11. TAX IMPOSED. 

"There is hereby imposed for each taxable 
year on the taxable income of every corpo
ration a tax equal to 20 percent of such tax
able income." . 
SEC. 4. REPEAL OF ALL SPECIAL PROVISIONS. 

<a> IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 
subsection (b), all specific exclusions from 
gross income, all deductions, and all credits 
against income tax are hereby repealed. 

(b) RULES OF APPLICATION OF SIMPLIFIED 
TAx SYSTEM.-The repeals provided in sub
section (a) shall be subject to the following 
exceptions: . 

< 1) The following provisions shall not be 
repealed: 

<A> Section 31 <relating to credit for tax 
withheld on wages). 

<B> Section 32 <relating to credit for tax 
withheld at source on nonresident aliens). 

<C> Section 102 <relating to gifts and in
heritances). 

<D> Section 115 <relating to income of 
States, municipalities, etc.). 

(E) Part V of subchapter B of chapter 1 
<relating to deductions for personal exemp
tions), except that the amount allowable for 
each such exemption shall be $600. 

(2) The following principles shall control 
with respect to such repeals: 

(A) Deductions shall be allowed for ordi
nary and necessary business expenses (in
cluding a capital recovery allowance). 

<B> Income earned by a trade or business 
shall be taxed only once, thus eliminating 
any taxation of dividends, interests, or gain 
from the sale or exchange of an interest in a 
trade or business. 

(C) Married individuals may at their elec
tion file a joint return but the marriage 
penalty shall be eliminated. 

<D> No individual shall be taxed twice on 
their Social Security <or other retirement) 
contributions. 
SEC. 5. EFFECTIVE DATE, ETC. 

(a) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this Act shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1982. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING CHANGES.
The Secretary of the Treasury or his dele
gate shall, as soon as practicable but in any 
event not later than 90 days after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, submit to the 
Committee on Ways and Means of the 
House of Representatives a draft of any 
technical and conforming changes in the In
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 which are nec
essary to reflect throughout such Code the 
changes in the substantive provisions of law 
made by this Act. 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS 
Sec. 1. Establishes the "SELF-Tax Plan 

Act of 1982" as the short title of the bill. 
Sec. 2. Provides simplified tax rates for in

dividuals. Incomes of not over $17,500 per 
year will not be taxed; incomes over $17,500 
but not over $50,000 would be taxed at an 18 
per cent rate; incomes of over $50,000 would 
be taxed at 25 per cent. 

Sec. 3. Provide~ a flat rate of 20 per cent 
for corporations. 

Sec. 4. Repeals all specific exclusions from 
gross income, deductions and credits against 
the income tax. A number of exceptions are 
provided: 

< 1) withholding is permitted and credits 
for taxes withheld. 

(2) Income from gifts and inheritances 
will be treated as under current law. 

(3) the Federal Government will not tax 
state and local governments. 

(4) Deductions will be permitted to corpo
rations for ordinary and necessary business 
expenses, including a capital recovery allow
ance. 

(5) Income earned by a trade or business 
will be taxed only once, eliminating taxation 
of dividends, interests, or gains from the 
sale of an interest in a trade or business. 

(6) The marriage penalty is eliminated, 
but married couples may file jointly if they 
so choose. 

<7> No individual will be taxed twice on 
their Social Security or other pension con
tributions. 

Sec. 5. The amendments made by this Act 
shall apply to taxable years beginning after 
December 31, 1982. The Treasury Secretary 
or his delegate are directed to submit, not 
later than 90 days after the enactment of 
this Act, any necessary conforming changes 
in the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to the 

Committee on Ways and Means of the 
House of Representatives. 

TABLE I.-INCOME TAX REVENUES COLLECTED BY THE 
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1982-1981 
TAX LAW COMPARED TO QUAYLE SELF-TAX PLAN 

[Dollars in billions] 

1981 tax law Quayle self-tax 
( 1982 estimate) Plan 1 

Amount c~;r-. 

A. Individual income taxes (per year) ... $300.0 47.8 

Taxpayers: 
Under $17,500 ........... 34.5 5.5 
$17,500-$50,000 ... ... 198.3 31.6 
Over $50,000 ......... 67.2 10.7 

B. Business income tax ... 50.0 8.0 

Total ....... ... ............ .. ....... ...... ..... . 350.0 55.8 

Amount 

$267 

0 
3 182 

85 
ll2 

379 

Per
cent 2 

40.7 

0 
27.7 
13.0 
17.1 

57.8 

1 Assumes revenues collected from other than income taxes will not be 
changed (social insurance, excise, estate and gift taxes. custom duties, and 
miscellaneous receipts) a total of $277.1 billion. 

2 Percent of Federal revenue collected. 
3 The $600 dependents allowance (an estimated revenue loss of $6 billion) 

is attributed entirely to the $17,500-$50,000 income bracket. 
Source: U.S. Department of the Treasury Office of Tax Analysis, reported in 

"A Program for Economic Recovery" White House report (Feb. 1981) .e 

By Mr. DECONCINI: 
S. 2558. A bill to increase the duty 

on imported copper by an amount 
which offsets the cost incurred by 
copper producers in the United States 
in meeting domestic environmental re
quirements; to the Committee on Fi
nance. 
COPPER ENVIRONMENTAL EQUALIZATION ACT OF 

1982 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I 
am today introducing legislation of 
great potential significance to the 
western copper producing States and 
the Nation as a whole. It is the Copper 
Environmental Equalization Act of 
1982. 

We are faced, as everyone is surely 
aware, with a crisis of major propor
tions in the American copper industry. 
The effect of this crisis is to erode the 
productive capability of the copper in
dustry and to throw into disarray the 
lives of thousands of men and women 
whose livelihood-directly or indirect
ly-hinges on copper. As the world 
price of copper has steadily declined, 
American producers have been faced 
with the unpleasant choice of either 
sustaining ever greater losses on the 
sale of copper produced below cost or 
to cut back on production. 

For a short period it was not unrea
sonable to expect the industry to 
suffer its losses. But as the crisis has 
become more protracted with little 
signs of abatement in the near future, 
they have made substantial cutbacks 
in production. This has taken three 
forms: Mines have been closed · alto
gether; some workers have been laid 
off in other mines; or, workers have 
been put on shortened work weeks. 

It is estimated that between 8,000 
and 12,000 have been in my own State 
of Arizona which has been hardest hit 
because it produces 64 percent of the 
Nation's copper. The situation has 
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become intolerable, and I believe we 
have a responsibility to our constitu
ents to take affirmative action. 

The purpose of the legislation is to 
equalize the competitive position of 
the American copper industry vis-a-vis 
the world copper industry. 

Until recently, American industry 
has been extremely competitive. Al
though American ores are generally 
lower grade than that found in some 
of the foreign producing nations, we 
have compensated through the much 
higher productivity of American labor. 
That is a tribute both to management 
and labor. However, the Federal Gov
ernment has, in recent years, imposed 
a number of very legitimate require
ments on the copper industry. These 
requirements were designed to protect 
our God-given environment so that 
our children will have pure air to 
breath and natural beauty to behold. 

But the imposition of these require
ments has been expensive. It has in
creased the cost of domestically pro
duced copper. Those increases have 
given foreign copper producers a com
petitive advantage which is not inher
ent, but artificial. The legislation we 
introduce simply seeks to equalize the 
costs of American copper where the 

Item 

Part 4 headnotes: 

differences are the result of environ
mental requirements. 

This legislation would impose a 
tariff upon copper produced in coun
tries which do not adhere to the same 
pollution standards as the United 
States. That figure can be adjusted 
upward or downward depending upon 
each country's efforts in the area of 
pollution control. If a country's efforts 
are similar to our own, no additional 
tariff would be imposed. If, conversely, 
those efforts are virtually nonexist
ent-as is the case in many of those 
countries which export copper-the 
tariff would be higher-if the Presi
dent makes such a finding. 

The Copper Environmental Equali
zation Act of 1982 is legislation that is 
worthwhile. It serves the objective of 
protecting the American copper indus
try in a way and for reasons it should 
be protected. This is not an indiscrimi
nate tariff imposed to cut off world 
trjtde. It is a rational tariff designed to 
compensate for increased costs associ
ated with the environment. In fact, it 
is our hope that this legislation will 
encourage foreign governments to 
adopt standards similar to our own 
and, in the process, make a substantial 
contribution toward protecting the 
world's environment. 

Articles 

I. The duties provided for in this part are cumulative duties which apply in 
addition to the duties, if any, othe!wise imposed on the articles involved. Unless 
otherwise staled, the dulles provided for in this part are effective until 
suspended or terminated. · 

Item 

Item 

2. The duties provided for by items 970.00 and 972.00 may be adjusted as 
provided in section 4 of the Copper Environmental Equalization Act of 1982. 

Sial suffix 

Stat. suffix 

Subpart A. Metal-bea ri~a~l:nd other metal-bearing Units of quantity 

Articles 

Subpart B. metals, their alloys and their basis shapes 
and forms. 

Units of quantity 
1-a 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi
dent, to have the text of the bill print
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S.2558 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the " Copper Environ
mental Equalization Act of 1982" . 

PURPOSE 

SEc. 2. The purpose of this Act is-
(1) to enhance the world's environment by 

encouraging foreign copper producers to 
adopt environmental measures substantially 
equivalent to those employed in the United 
States; and 

<2) to offset the cost advantage obtained 
by foreign copper producers who do not 
employ environmental measures substan
tially equivalent to those imposed on domes
tic copper producers. 
AMENDMENTS TO THE TARIFF SCHEDULES OF THE 

UNITED STATES 

SEc. 3. The Appendix to the Tariff Sched
ules of the United States 09 U.S.C. 1202) is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new part: 

" PART 4.-ENVIRONMENTAL EQUALIZATION 

DUTIES 

Rates of duty 

LDDC 

Rates of duty 

1-b 

972.00 ........................ Copper, its alloys and their so called basic shapes and forms (provided for in items 512.02 through 10 cents per pound 10 cents per pound 10 cents per pound 
512.06, inclusive, and items 612.15 through 613.18, inclusive, of part 2C, schedule 6) . on copper content. on copper content on copper content. 

ADJUSTMENTS TO COPPER EQUALIZATION DUTY 

SEc. 4. (a) The President shall, under the 
circumstances described in subsection (b), 
adjust the duty imposed on an article of 
copper under part 4 of the Appendix to the 
Tariff Schedules of the United States 09 
u.s.c. 1202). 

(b) The President shall, based upon deter
minations of the various environmental 
costs of production by the Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency 

<hereinafter in this Act referred to as the 
"Administrator" ) under section 6-

(1) increase the duty imposed by such part 
4 on an article of copper by an amount 
equal to the amount by which the excess 
of-

(A) the United States environmental costs 
of production per pound of such article, 
over 

<B> the sum of-

(i) the foreign environmental costs of pro
duction of such article, plus 

(ii) the amount of such duty (prior to such 
increase>; and 

(2) decrease the duty imposed by such 
part 4 on an article of copper, by an amount 
equal to the amount by which the excess 
of-

<A> the sum of-
<D the foreign environmental cost of pro

duction of such article, plus 
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<iD the amount of such duty (prior to such 

decrease), over 
<B> the United States environmental cost 

of production per pound of such article. 
PROPOSALS FOR ADJUSTMENT TO THE COPPER 

EQUALIZATION DUTY 

SEc. 5. The Secretary of the Treasury 
<hereinafter in this Act referred to as the 
"Secretary") shall be regulation prescribe a 
procedure by which interested parties may 
propose an adjustment in the rate of duty 
under section 4. If the Secretary finds pur
suant to such procedure that there may be 
cause to make an adjustment under section 
4, he shall request the Administrator to 
make a determination under section 6 of 
each of the environmental costs of produc
tion required to be made by such section. 

DETERMINATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS OF 
PRODUCTION 

SEc. 6. The Administrator shall be regula
tion prescribe a method or methods for the 
determination of environmental costs of 
production for the articles of copper subject 
to the duty imposed by part 4 of the Appen
dix to the Tariff Schedules of the United 
States <19 U.S.C. 1202), which shall include 
a method or methods for the determination 
of the foreign environmental cost of produc
tion of such an article of copper in cases in 
which environmental costs of production 
have been incurred in more than one coun
try. 

(b) When requested by the Secretary 
under section 5, the Administrator shall, ap
plying the methods prescribed under subsec
tion (a), determine-

( 1) the environmental cost of production 
for each phase of processing of each article 
for which such request is made, with respect 
to each country in which such processing 
occurs, and 

(2) the comparable environmental cost of 
production of such article in the United 
States for each such phase. 
The foreign environment cost of production 
shall be computed with respect to each such 
article for each combination of countries in 
which such article may be processed for im
portation into the United States. 

REDUCTION OF DUTIES 

SEc. 7. Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law, the President may reduce the 
duty which is imposed on articles of copper 
by part 4 of the Appendix to the Tariff 
Schedules of the United States <19 U.S.C. 
1201) only in accordance with the provisions 
of this Act. 

AMENDMENT TO THE TRADE ACT OF 1 9 7 4 

SEc. 8. Paragraph < 1) of section 503(c) of 
the Trade Act of 1974 <19 U.S.C. 2463) is 
amended-

(!) by striking out "and" at the end of 
subparagraph <F>; 

<2) by striking out the period at the end of 
subparagraph <G> and inserting in lieu 
thereof ", and"; and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subparagraph: 

"(H) copper articles which are subject to 
the duty imposed by part 4 of the Appendix 
to the Tariff Schedules of the United States 
(19 u.s.c. 1202).". 

DEFINITIONS 

SEc. 9. For purposes of this Act-
(1) The term "environmental cost of pro

duction" means the cost incurred in mining, 
milling, smelting, refining, or in any other 
phase of the processing of an article of 
copper which is subject to the duty imposed 
by part 4 of the Appendix to the Tariff 
Schedules of the United States <19 U.S.C. 

1202) such duty if imported into the United 
States, which is attributable to compliance 
with a law or regulation of the country in 
which such process occurs which is for the 
purpose of protecting the environment. 

(2) The term "United States environmen
tal cost of production" means the aggregate 
of the environmental costs of production of 
an article of copper-

<A> which would be subject to the duty 
imposed by such part 4 if it were imported 
into the United States, and 

<B> for which each phase of the process
ing occurs in the United States. 

(3) The term "foreign environmental cost 
of production" means the aggregate of the 
environmental costs of production of an ar
ticle of copper subject to the duty imposed 
by such part 4 which is imported into the 
United States. 

EFFECTIVE DATE 

SEc. 10. The provision of this Act shall be 
effective with respect to articles entered, or 
withdrawn from warehouse, for consump
tion after the date of enactment of this Act. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 1421 

At the request of Mr. EAGLETON, the 
Senator from Maryland <Mr. SAR
BANES) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1421, a bill entitled the "National Ar
chives and Records Administration 
Act of 1981." 

s. 1422 

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
Senator from New Hampshire <Mr. 
HuMPHREY) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1422, a bill to authorize the dona
tion of surplus property to any State 
for the construction and moderniza
tion of criminal justice facilities. 

s. 1910 

At the request of Mr. BENTSEN, the 
Senator from Rhode Island <Mr. 
CHAFEE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1910, a bill to amend section 403(B)(2) 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 
with respect to computation of the ex
clusion allowance for ministers and lay 
employees of a church; to add new sec
tion 430(B) annuity contract includes 
an annuity contract of a church, in
cluding a church pension board; to 
conform section 403(c) with recent 
amendments to 402(a)0); to amend 
section 415(c)(4) to extend the special 
elections for section 430(b) annuity 
contracts to employees of churches or 
conventions or associations of church
es and their agencies; to add a new sec
tion 415(c)(8) to permit a de minimis 
contribution amount in lieu of such 
elections; and to make a clarifying 
amendment to section 415(c) by 
adding a new paragraph (9) and con
forming amendments to sections 
415(d)(l), 415(d)(2), and 403(b)(2)(B). 

s. 1984 

At the request of Mr. McCLURE, the 
Senator from Nebraska (Mr. ZoRIN
SKY), and the Senator from Idaho <Mr. 
SYMMS) were added as cosponsors of S. 
1984, a bill to amend the Federal 
Trade Commission Act to protect the 
legislative and regulatory authority of 

the State legislatures, and for other 
purposes. 

s. 2013 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 
Senator from Idaho (Mr. McCLURE) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 2013, a 
bill to amend the Controlled Sub
stances Act to establish a temporary 
program under which heroin would be 
made available through qualified hos
pital pharmacies for the relief of pain 
of cancer patients. 

s. 2159 

At the request of Mr. DANFORTH, the 
Senator from Maryland <Mr. SAR
BANES) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2159, a bill to amend the Bankruptcy 
Act to provide that judgment debts re
sulting from a liability which is based 
on driving while intoxicated shall not 
be discharged. 

s. 2215 

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 
Senator from Illinois <Mr. PERCY), the 
Senator from South Dakota <Mr. 
PRESSLER), the Senator from Michigan 
<Mr. RIEGLE), the Senator from South 
Dakota <Mr. ABDNOR), the Senator 
from Ohio (Mr. METZENBAUM), the 
Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. SPEC
TER), and the Senator from Minnesota 
<Mr. BoscHWITZ) were added as co
sponsors of S. 2215, a bill to recognize 
the organization known as the Nation
al Association of State Directors of 
Veterans Affairs, Inc. 

s. 2225 

At the request of Mr. BAucus, the 
Senator from Michigan <Mr. LEviN) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 2225, a 
bill to amend the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954 to remove certain limita
tions on charitable contributions of 
certain items. 

s. 2263 

At the request of Mrs. HAWKINS, the 
Senator from Minnesota <Mr. DUREN
BERGER) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2263, a bill to amend the Controlled 
Substances Act to provide increased 
penalties for illegal distribution of 
controlled substances in or adjacent to 
elementary and secondary schools. 

s. 2297 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
Senator from Nevada <Mr. LAxALT) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 2297, a 
bill to amend title II, United States 
Code, to improve the protection for 
shopping centers and their tenants 
under the Bankruptcy Code. 

s. 2298 

At the request of Mr. BOSCHWITZ, 
the Senator from Alabama <Mr. 
HEFLIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2298, a bill entitled "The Enterprise 
Zone Tax Act of 1982." 

s. 2300 

At the request of Mr. FoRD, the Sen
ator from Wisconsin <Mr. PROXMIRE) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 2300, a 
bill to establish domestic content re-
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quirements for motor vehicles sold in 
the United States, and for other pur
poses. 

s. 2353 

At the request of Mr. BENTSEN, the 
Senator from Alabama <Mr. DENTON), 
the Senator from Nebraska <Mr. ZoR
INSKY), the Senator from South Caro
lina <Mr. HoLLINGS), the Senator from 
Georgia <Mr. MATTINGLY), the Senator 
from Tennessee <Mr. SASSER), the Sen
ator from Alabama <Mr. HEFLIN), and 
the Senator from Mississippi <Mr. 
CocHRAN) were added as cosponsors of 
S. 2353, a bill entitled "The Life Insur
ance Taxation Act of 1982." 

s. 2366 

At the request of Mr. DoLE, the Sen
ator from Florida <Mr. CHILES), the 
Senator from Missouri <Mr. DAN
FORTH), the Senator from Montana 
<Mr. MELCHER), and the Senator from 
Arkansas <Mr. BuMPERS) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2366, a bill to set aside 
certain surplus vessels for use in the 
provision of health and other humani
tarian services to developing countries. 

s. 2486 

At the request of Mr. EAGLETON, the 
Senator from Maryland <Mr. SAR
BANES) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2486, a bill to authorize the Secretary 
of Agriculture to purchase stored com
modities from producers under certain 
circumstances. 

s. 2493 

At the request of Mr. DoLE, the Sen
ator from Maine <Mr. CoHEN) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 2493, a bill 
to amend the Food Stamp Act of 1977 
to reform the food stamp program, 
and for other purposes. 

s. 2543 

At the request of Mr. CHILES, the 
Senator from Nebraska <Mr. ZoRIN
SKY) was added as a consponsor of S. 
2543, a bill to improve the effective
ness and efficiency of Federal law en
forcement efforts. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 162 

At the request of Mr. RoTH, the Sen
ator from Indiana <Mr. LuGAR), the 
Senator from Kentucky <Mr. FoRD), 
and the Senator from Maryland <Mr. 
MATHIAS) were added as cosponsors of 
Senate Joint Resolution 162, a joint 
resolution to authorize and request 
the President to designate the week of 
June 20, 1982, through June 27, 1982, 
as "National Safety in the Workplace 
Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 172 

At the request of Mr. HELMS, the 
Senator from Massachusetts <Mr. 
TsoNGAS) was added as a cosponsor of 
Senator Joint Resolution 172, a joint 
resolution designating Baltic Freedom 
Day. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 188 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 
Senator from Alabama <Mr. HEFLIN), 
the Senator from Florida <Mr. 
CHILES), and the Senator from Nevada 

(Mr. CANNON) were added as cospon
sors of Senate Joint Resolution 188, a 
joint resolution to authorize and re
quest the President to designate 
March 1, 1983, as "National Recovery 
Room Nurses Day." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 199 

At the request of Mr. SASSER, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Joint Resolution 199, a joint 
resolution proposing an amendment to 
the Constitution of the United States. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 90 

At the request of Mrs. HAWKINS, the 
Senator from Florida <Mr. CHILES), 
the Senator from Mississippi <Mr. 
CocHRAN), the Senator from California 
<Mr. HAYAKAWA), and the Senator 
from New York <Mr. D'AMATO) were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Concur
rent Resolution 90, a concurrent reso
lution to express the sense of the Con
gress that the President is urged to 
promote a declaration by the United 
Nations of an International Year 
Against Drug Abuse. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 93 

At the request of Mr. DoLE, the Sen
ator from Minnesota <Mr. DUREN
BERGER), the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
GRASSLEY), and the Senator from 
Maine <Mr. CoHEN) were added as co
sponsors of Senate Concurrent Resolu
tion 93, a concurrent resolution to 
urge the Government of the Soviet 
Union to facilitate the emigration of 
certain Soviet citizens, and for other 
purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1488 

At the request of Mr. MITCHELL, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 1488 proposed to 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 92, an 
original concurrent resolution setting 
forth the recommended congressional 
budget for the U.S. Government for 
fiscal years 1983, 1984, and 1985, and 
revising the congressional budget for 
the U.S. Government for fiscal year 
1982. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 970 

At the request of Mr. HARRY F. 
BYRD, JR., his name was added as a co
sponsor of UP amendment No. 970 
proposed to Senate Concurrent Reso
lution 92, an original concurrent reso
lution setting forth the recommended 
congressional budget for the U.S. Gov
ernment for fiscal years 1983, 1984, 
and 1985, and revising the congression
al budget for the U.S. Government for 
fiscal year 1982. 

At the request of Mr. RANDOLPH, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of UP 
amendment No. 970 proposed to 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 92, 
supra. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED FOR 
PRINTING 

URGENT SUPPLEMENTAL 
APPROPRIATIONS, 1982 

AMENDMENT NOS. 1489 THROUGH 1491 

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. ARMSTRONG subinitted three 
amendments intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill (H.R. 5922) making 
urgent supplemental appropriations 
for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 1982, and for other purposes. 

FIRST CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION ON THE BUDGET 

AMENDMENT NO. 1492 

(Ordered to be printed.) 
Mr. SASSER <for himself and Mr. 

SARBANES) proposed an amendment to 
the concurrent resolution <S. Con. 
Res. 92) setting forth the recommend
ed congressional budget for the U.S. 
Government for the fiscal years 1983, 
1984, and 1985, and revising the con
gressional budget for the U.S. Govern
ment for the fiscal year 1982. 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON RURAL DEVELOPMENT, 

OVERSIGHT, AND INVESTIGATIONS 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. President, I 
wish to announce that the Senate Ag
riculture Subcommittee on Rural De
velopment, Oversight, and Investiga
tions will hold a hearing on rural 
energy policy. The "Rural Energy 
Equity" hearings will investigate the 
extent of energy problems and will ex
plore all avenues that will help the 
United States achieve energy inde
pendence. 

The hearings are scheduled for May 
25 and 26 at 1:30 p.m. in room 324, 
Russell Senate Office Building. 

Anyone wishing further information 
should contact John Cozart at 224-
2035. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION, 

MARKETING, AND STABILIZATION OF PRICES 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, as 
chairman of the Senate Agriculture 
Subcommittee on Agricultural Produc
tion, Marketing, and Stabilization of 
Prices, I wish to announce that hear
ings have been scheduled on proposed 
revisions in the dairy price support 
program. The subcommittee will re
ceive testimony on S. 2533, the Emer
gency Dairy Adjustment Act of 1982, 
as well as on other proposals to make 
adjustments in the program. 

The hearing will be held on Thurs
day, May 27, beginning at 10 a.m., in 
room 324, Russell Senate Office Build
ing. 

Anyone wishing further information 
should contact the Agriculture Com
mittee staff at 224-2035. 
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON SECURITIES 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the infor
mation of the Senate and the public 
that the Subcommittee on Securities 
will hold a hearing regarding recent 
disturbances in the U.S. Government 
securities market. The hearing will be 
held on Tuesday, May 25, 1982, in 
room 5300 of the Dirksen Senate 
Office Building beginning at 9:30 a.m. 
Testimony will be received from Gov
ernment witnesses. 

For further information, interested 
persons may contact Diane Sanger or 
Neil Levin of my staff at 224-6542. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

A TRIBUTE TO HADASSAH 
• Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the 70th 
anniversary of Hadassah, the Women's 
Zionist Organization of America, is 
being commemorated today in a cere
mony at the White House. I would like 
to share in this celebration by extend
ing my congratulations to the mem
bers of Hadassah who have dedicated 
their time and energy to the education 
and health of countless thousands of 
individuals at home and abroad. 

Hadassah was founded in New York 
on February 24, 1912, by Henrietta 
Szold, the eldest daughter of a Hun
garian-born rabbi and his wife. Miss 
Szold was well known in the American 
Jewish community as an educator, 
journalist, editor and active Zionist. In 
the 1890's she helped to organize a Zi
onist society in Baltimore and later, 
after moving to New York, she became 
actively involved in a women's Zionist 
study circle. 

In 1909 Miss Szold visited Palestine 
and saw, firsthand, the appalling 
health conditions under which the 
people lived. She formed Hadassah to 
try to alleviate their plight and to con
tinue her lifelong tradition of Jewish 
education. Thus, Hadassah was estab
lished to foster Zionist ideals through 
education in the United States and to 
begin public health nursing, and even
tually training of nurses, in Palestine. 

In the last 70 years Hadassah has 
built an impressive record of humani
tarian service. Its first project, in 1913, 
was to send two American-trained 
nurses to Palestine to set up a small 
welfare station in Jerusalem for ma
ternity care and the treatment of tra
choma, an eye disease which at that 
time was the scourge of the Middle 
East. With the outbreak of World War 
I, Hadassah, in cooperation with other 
organizations, dispatched and main
tained a unit of doctors, nurses, den
tists, and sanitarians in Palestine. In 
1918 the first nurses' training school 
in Palestine, the Henrietta Szold 
School of Nursing, was opened in Jeru
salem. A year later, the School Hy
giene Department of Hadassah was or-

ganized and began systematic exami
nations of children. These were the 
first in a long line of projects which 
eventually led to the creation of a 
widespread system of preventive medi
cine. Today, Hadassah helps to finance 
two large teaching and research hospi
tals as well as several clinics. The Ha
dassah-Hebrew Medical Center in Jer-

. susalem is world renowned, and its fa
cilities are available to all peoples of 
the Middle East regardless of race, re
ligion, or nationality. 

Over the years Hadassah has played 
a vital role in the education and care 
of youth in Israel and the United 
States. In the interwar period, Hadas
sah organized school lunch and recrea
tion programs in Palestine. Hadassah 
is responsible for the founding of voca
tional schools in rural and urban areas 
of Israel as well as the establishment 
of the Hadassah Community College 
and the first medical school in Israel. 
In 1934 Henrietta Szold became the 
first director in Palestine of Youth 
Aliyah, a movement organized to 
rescue and transfer Jewish children 
from Europe for resettlement, mainte
nance and education in Palestine. Well 
over 100,000 Jewish youth have been 
assisted through this movement which 
remains one of the primary projects of 
Hadassah. In the United States Hadas
sah works closely with other Zionist 
youth groups and devotes a great deal 
of effort to the education of young 
American Jewish women through the 
Young Women's Zionist Organization 
of America. 

Currently, Hadassah, which has 
374,000 members in all 50 States and 
Puerto Rico, is the largest women's 
volunteer organization in the United 
States. Through the effort of these 
dedicated women, the peoples of the 
United States and Israel have been 
brought closer together, and the lives 
of many individuals have been made 
happier and healthier. The humani
tarian spirit reflected in Hadassah and 
its legacy is an inspiration to us all.e 

HADASSAH 
• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President I rise 
today to note the many accomplish
ments and philanthropic works of the 
largest women's organization in the 
United States-Hadassah. 

During 1982, Hadassah celebrates its 
70th anniversary, 70 years of dedicated 
efforts to create a better society and a 
better way of life. The commitment of 
Henrietta Szold, founder of Hadassah, 
has served as an inspiration to the 
more than 370,000 Americans who are 
members of this worthwhile organiza
tion. Through educational activities 
undertaken in both the United States 
and Israel, these dedicated women 
have helped to strengthen the bond of 
friendship between our two nations. 

Those associated with Hadassah fre
quently serve as leaders in their com-

munities, involved in youth activities, 
Jewish education, and American and 
Zionist affairs. In addition, Hadassah 
has also been responsibile for promot
ing improved medical care, teaching, 
and research. Among its many accom
plishments, Hadassah has been instru
mental in developing nurse training 
programs in Israel, as well as a system 
of public health and welfare. Through 
the establishment of such institutions 
as the Hadassah University Hospital, 
the Henrietta Szold-Hadassah School 
of Nursing and more than a dozen spe
cialized centers, Hadassah has made 
impressive progress in improving 
public health care. 

I commend the dedication and tire
less efforts exhibited by the women of 
Hadassah and encourage them to con
tinue their work in the spirit of volun
tarism.• 

HADASSAH'S 70TH ANNIVERSARY 

• Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, on Feb
ruary 3 I submitted a Senate concur
rent resolution, Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 62, sponsored by myself 
and Mr. KENNEDY congratulating Ha
dassah, the Women's Zionist Organiza
tion of America, on its 70th anniversa
ry. Today a ceremony is being held at 
the White House to commemorate Ha
dassah's outstanding humanitarian 
achievements, and I would like to take 
this opportunity to again comment on 
the work of this exemplary organiza
tion. 

Many of my colleagues are familiar 
with the Hadassah-Hebrew University 
Medical Center in Israel, the largest 
medical complex in the Middle East, 
whose two campuses provide compre
hensive medical treatment to over 
40,000 inpatients and 500,000 outpa
tients each year-regardless of race, 
religion, or nationality. For the bene
fit of my colleagues I would like to 
mention just one example of the thou
sands of people who are being helped 
by the research and improved medical 
techniques that are developed at the 
center. In February of this year 10 
children with Down's syndrome under
went plastic surgery at the center in 
order to improve their physical ap
pearance and general sense of well
being. The surgical team that per
formed the surgery lessened the pro
truding tongue, thereby facilitating 
improve speech, raised the nose 
bridge, altered the lid axis and raised 
the drooping eyelids of the young Is
raeli patients. The center will conduct 
a followup study to determine the 
extent to which these physical 
changes improve the social and mental 
development of the children. 

In addition to their fine work in pro
viding health care to thousands of 
people each year, the 370,000 members 
of Hadassah are active in a number of 
other fields. Today I would like to 
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commend the members of the 
Women's Zionist Organization of 
America for their efforts to alleviate 
the plight of Soviet, Syrian, and Ethi
opian Jews, their contributions to 
Youth Aliyah-the child rescue and 
rehabilition movement which has pro
vided care and training for some 
185,000 youngsters since it was found
ed in 1934-and to the Jewish National 
Fund. As the largest single contributor 
to the Jewish National Fund, Hadas
sah has supported the reclamation of 
tens of thousands of acres for farming 
and industrial sites. Hadassah main
tains a number of educational institu
tions in Israel, including a high school, 
community college and vocational 
guidance institute, as well as a medical 
school and schools of nursing, dentist
ry, pharmacy, and occupational ther
apy. 

Not to be overlooked is the commit
ment of the Women's Zionist Organi
zation of America to the preservation 
of Israel and to a just and lasting 
peace in the Middle East. Toward this 
end Hadassah provides factual infor
mation to the American people con
cerning Israel and functions as an ac
credited observer to the U.S. mission 
to the United Nations, in its capacity 
as a nongovernmental organization of 
the U.N. 

Mr. President, I wish to once again 
congratulate the members of Hadas
sah on 70 years of outstanding service 
and commend them for their efforts 
toward fostering goodwill between the 
United States and Israel.e 

SENATOR BOREN GAINS CLOUT 
ON ECONOMICS 

• Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, the 
Wall Street Joumal on May 20 fea
tured our friend and distinguished col
league, Senator DAVID BoREN of Okla
homa, in an article entitled "Senator 
Boren Gains Clout on Economics." 

Senator BoREN's full grasp of eco
nomic issues may come as news to 
many readers, Mr. President, but to 
me and to my colleagues in the Senate 
this is nothing new at all. We have 
long been impressed with Senator 
DAVID BOREN, with his responsibility, 
sense of duty, and understanding of 
the issues that face us today. We have 
also been impressed with his warmth 
and wit. As one person in this story 
comments: "He may be the most popu
lar guy in this place." 

I ask that this article from the Jour
nal be printed in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
SENATOR BOREN GAINS CLOUT ON ECONOMICS 

<By Albert R. Hunt) 
WASHINGTON.-When a tough budget VOte 

comes up in the Senate this week, Republi
can leader Howard Baker may be tempted 
to look across the aisle for help from a 
pudgy, pleasant-faced young Democrat. 

That's because Senator David Boren of 
Oklahoma provided important aid to the 
Republicans during critical economic battles 

last year. He was the Senate's most active 
Democratic supporter of the Republican tax 
cuts and often joined with other conserva
tive Democrats to support spending cuts. A 
year ago some Republicans even thought 
the first-term Senator might be ready to 
switch parties. 

Today, however, Republicans no longer 
think David Boren may become one of 
them. Howard Baker isn't counting on as
sistance from him, either. For Mr. Boren, a 
member of the Senate Finance Committee, 
has become an important behind-the-scenes 
force in fashioning Democratic alternatives 
to the Reagan administration's tax and 
spending policies. 

He was a leading figure on the party's 18-
member task force that recently devised an 
alternative to the Reagan economic plans. 
In fact, he was the chief writer of a letter 
that Senate Democrats sent to the Presi
dent, outlining their ideas_ 

Sen. Boren remains one of the Senate's 
more conservative Democrats. But he is put
ting some distance between himself and Re
publicans and taking a different view of his 
party responsibility. "I decided I shouldn't 
be standing just as a critic. I wanted to con
tribute to the dialogue in our party," he 
says. 

The Oklahoma Democrat's vote is unlike
ly to decide the outcome of many economic 
issues, but his attitudes are significant be
cause he has been a rather accurate politi
cal weathervane and because he is increas
ingly influential within the Senate. 

"Dave Boren has very good relations on 
both sides of the aisle," says conservative 
Republican Sen. Alan Simpson of Wyoming_ 
Liberal Democrat Bill Bradley of New 
Jersey says, "Dave is a very bright guy who 
wants to and is going to play an important 
part in shaping the alternative" to Reagan
omics. Other Senate observers consider 
Sens. Boren and Bradley the two most 
knowledgeable young members of the Fi
nance Committee in a long while, with the 
potential for decisive roles in major legisla
tive struggles for years to come. 

POPULIST STREAK 
Until recently, Mr. Boren used his clout 

for very conservative ends. Back in 1978, 
while governor of Oklahoma, he was the 
first important Democrat to endorse the Re
publicans' Kemp-Roth proposal for deep tax 
cuts. Last year he sided with the Republi
cans on that plan, on indexing tax rates for 
inflation and on most other tax and spend
ing measures. Last spring, top Republicans 
began imploring him to switch parties. 

Mr. Boren, the son of a Democratic Con
gressman, admits he was disillusioned with 
his party. "We abandoned too many con
stituencies-the farmer, the small business
man, the believer in fiscal responsibility." 
But Dave Boren, who as a tot used to play 
hide-and-seek with his Dad's close friend, 
House Speaker Sam Rayburn, says he 
"never really considered leaving the Demo
cratic party." 

Moreover, despite his conservative in
stincts and those of his farming and small 
business constituents, Sen. Boren has a pop
ulist streak; nothing brings this out more 
than high interest rates. Some months ago 
he took to the Senate floor every day for 
more than 100 days to rail against high in
terest rates. The chief culprit, in the Okla
homan's mind, is the burgeoning budget 
deficit. 

Thus the one-time champion of the 
Kemp-Roth tax cut now says the tax reduc
tion enacted in 1981 "has proven to be ex
cessive." He wants to defer both the third 

year of the individual income-tax cut and 
the indexing of tax rates that is scheduled 
to start in 1985. 

THE FAIRNESS TEST 
Meanwhile, Sen. Boren has been taking on 

more party responsibilities. Along with top 
Senate staff members, he wrote the Senate 
Democrats' March letter proposing alterna
tives to the Reagan program. Later he went 
back home to test market the main ingredi
ents-deferring indexing and the 1983 tax 
cut, scaling down the increase in defense 
spending and, following a more moderate 
monetary policy. He reported that these 
went over well in conservative Oklahoma. 

As head of the Senate Democrats' 
"themes committee," Mr. Boren was one of 
the architects of a party decision to focus on 
a "fairness test" in evaluating the GOP's 
program. "One of the few things most 
Democrats would agree on was their con
stituents thought the Reagan program was 
unfair," says a Democratic Senate strate
gist. 

Sen. Boren has also sought accords on spe
cific proposals. "I've told Ted Kennedy, 'In
stead of you attacking independent oil com
panies and me attacking lobsters, let's find a 
way to agree on both.' " Sen. Boren argues. 
"Maybe we can recreate that old Austin
Boston axis <the 1950s and the 1960s alli
ance between some Massachusetts and 
Texas lawmakers) in these tough times.'' 

Sen. Boren says he is willing to support 
"some targeted programs to aid regions and 
people in serious need" if an alliance on 
matters such as better treatment for smaller 
oil concerns can be worked out with his lib
eral colleagues. And he has good relations 
with such liberals as Sen. Bradley, Massa
chusetts Sen. Paul Tsongas and even Sen. 
Kennedy. 

But since Sen. Boren, is far more conserv
ative than many of his liberal colleagues, 
any unity may prove to be paper-thin when 
Senate Democrats some day turn from op
posing Reagan programs to offering initia
tives of their own. 

Even so, Sen. Boren, a hard-working 
former Rhodes scholar, is likely to be a leg
islative force. He enjoys the legislative proc
ess and also is a genuinely nice man. His 
office employs more interns than almost 
any other Senate office, and Sen. Boren 
takes each one to sit with him on the 
Senate floor at least once. 

Earlier this year, to thank them for their 
work, he took the employes of the Senate 
Democratic cloaKroom to dinner. And he 
was one of the very few Senators the Cap
itol's subway operators invited to their 
Christmas party last year. "He may be the 
most popular guy in this place," says a 
Senate staffer.e 

LIMITING THE POWER OF THE 
FEDERAL COURTS 

e Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
one of the consistent principles of con
servatism is recognizing the separate
but-equal branches of our government. 
Indeed, from the very beginning of our 
system, the Founding Fathers showed 
the deep concern that one of the 
branches-legislative, executive or ju
dicial-should ever attain dominance 
over either of the other two. This fun
damental principle is at the very root 
of our free, democratic society. It is 
unfortunate that this line has been 
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breached many times and not because 
of constitutional fact. Too often, we 
have seen one branch of government 
try to usurp the duties and responsi
bilities of another branch. These aber
rations occur because of displeasure 
over a stated policy or because of per
sonality conflicts which prevent any 
meaningful dialog from taking place. 
While the ends toward which these 
people are working may be commenda
ble, the larger fact is that the means 
by which they go about their task does 
serious harm to our Constitution and 
the principles it is based upon. 

The reason that we are all here 
today is that we campaigned, elected 
and took an oath to uphold the Con
stitution. Yet, in a mood of displeasure 
over a ruling of the Supreme Court, 
this body has over-stepped the separa
tion-of-powers line and violated the 
very principles we are sworn to 1 

uphold. 
Mr. President, there may be some 

decisions of the Supreme Court that I 
may not like, nevertheless, I cannot 
accept the idea that we must upset the 

. balance to voice our displeasure. 
In this regard, Mr. President, the 

Bar Association of Maricopa County, 
Ariz. recently passed a resolution op
posing legislation limiting the power 
of jurisdiction of the Federal Courts. 

Mr. President, I ask that this resolu
tion be entered in full in the RECORD. 

The resolution follows: 
RESOLUTION 

The Board of Directors of the Maricopa 
County Bar Association, representing in 
excess of 2,500 lawyers in Arizona, having 
considered the matter in special session, 
passed a unanimous resolution to 

Oppose any congressional legislation lim
iting the power or jurisdiction of the Feder
al Courts to act in areas of constitutional in
terpretation. 

This resolution, though passed because of 
pending legislation, is also intended to 
extend to future legislation.e 

CHAMP US 
e Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, the 
Wall Street Journal of May 4, 1982, 
carried an article by Mr. Burt Schorr 
entitled "Insurers Stop Paying for 
Some Treatment by Psychiatrists 
Amid Doubts About Need." I was most 
pleased to review Mr. Schorr's article, 
as it indicates the extent to which the 
mental health community is able to 
utilize the peer review mechanism as a 
cost-effective means of insuring high
quality care. 

I was especially pleased to learn of 
this evolution, as it was the Depart
ment of Defense CHAMPUS program 
that initially spurred both the Ameri
can Psychological Association and the 
American Psychiatric Association to 
create their peer review programs in 
1977. 

I think it is important for every orie 
of us to be aware of the extent to 
which the Department of Defense 

CHAMPUS program has, for a number 
of years now, been in the forefront of 
developing highly innovative mental 
health policies and, accordingly, I was 
most pleased to note Mr. Schorr's rec
ognition of CHAMPUS' role in this 
most important endeavor. 

I am confident that we can continue 
to expect such progressive leadership 
from our CHAMPUS program in the 
future, as we continue to grapple with 
the ever-escalating costs of health 
care. 

Mr. President, I request that Mr. 
Schorr's article be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The article follows: 
INSURERS STOP PAYING FOR SOME TREATMENT
BY PSYCHIATRISTS AMID DOUBTS ABOUT NEED 

<By Burt Schorr> 
Insurance companies are invoking peer 

pressure to reduce payments for psychiatric 
treatment that may be unnecessary. 

They suspect that many health-plan bene
ficiaries are going to psyciatrists for inten
sive therapy when less expensive treatment, 
such as talks with a counselor, would be just 
as effective. Insurers are also concerned by 
cases involving long-term care that has 
ceased to produce significant benefits . 

But deciding whether to stop or reduce 
payments is difficult for insurers. "Psychia
try, at this point, is as much an art as a 
valid science based on sound medical princi
ples," says Dr. William Guillette, medical di
rector of Aetna Life & Casualty Co. 

To help insurers evaluate whether the 
treatment they're paying for is necessary, 
professional organizations of psychiatrists 
and psychologists have formed peer-review 
panels. For Aetna, the first private insurer 
to use the panels, the program is paying off. 
Dr. Guillette says Aetna may save 3 percent 
of the $250 million a year it spends for 
mental-health care. So far Aetna has sub
mitted 400 cases for review. In some, thera
pists terminated treatment when they saw 
the review comments; in others, reviewers 
recommended termination. 

In one such case, a woman in her early 30s 
had been seeing a psychiatrist in a Southern 
city twice a week for three years. According 
to the psychiatrist, the woman was suffer
ing from "anxiety neurosis" caused by 
"marital disharmony." He told Aetna the 
treatment would have to continue for an 
"undetermined period" because of "variable 
etiological factors." 

Aetna, which had paid more than $9,000 
for its 50 percent share of the woman's treat
ment, suspected that she needed only limited 
marriage counseling, which wasn't covered 
by her insurance. But when Aetna sought 
more information, the psychiatrist refused 
the request on grounds of patient confiden
tiality. 

Aetna's Dr. Guillette turned the case rec
ords over to three psychiatrists chosen from 
more than 460 American Psychiatric Asso
ciation members who have signed up to 
review cases. All three agreed in separate re
ports that, based on the available informa
tion, the insurance payments should be 
stopped fairly promptly. Dr. Guillette sent 
the findings to the therapist, along with an 
offer to continue payments for 30 more 
therapy sessions, to be followed by a second 
review. Aetna didn't receive any further 
bills for the woman's treatment. 

STOPPING TREATMENT 

Indeed, in the first 100 cases Aetna sub
mitted for review, more than a third of the 

psychiatrists being scrutinized decided to 
end their patients' treatment once they saw 
the peer comments. Aetna's participation in 
the American Psychological Association's 
smaller peer-review program has produced 
similar results, Dr. Guillette says. 

The 27,000-member American Psychiatric 
Association created its peer-review program 
because of increasing skepticism by insurers 
about the cost and efficacy of psychiatric 
care. Following Aetna's lead, eight other in
surers, including Metropolitan Life Insur
ance Co., Mutual of Omaha and Connecti
cut General Life Insurance Co., have signed 
up to use the program in the last 16 
months. 

One problem in evaluating therapy claims 
is that there isn't any way to determine 
which therapy works best with a specific 
mental illness. Dr. Morris Parloff, a Nation
al Institute of Mental Health psychiatrist, is 
organizing a large-scale experiment for com
paring treatments of depression. But 
Jerome Frank, professor emeritus of psychi
atry at Johns Hopkins School of Medicine 
in Baltimore, says that attempting to assess 
the 200 types of therapy being used "in 
many ways is equivalent to attempting to 
determine the relative merits of Cole Porter 
and Richard Rodgers." 

Dr. John McGrath, a member of the psy
chiatric association board, has similar 
doubts about the ability of reviewers to 
judge treatment methods, even though he 
has reviewed more than 70 cases under the 
peer-review program. "For an active and 
productive patient who is clinically de
pressed, a Manhattan psychiatrist might 
choose a talking therapy, while one in a 
rural area of Oklahoma might prefer to use 
drug therapy." he observes. 

The inability to measure what they are 
paying for is one reason employers and 
health insurers tend to be much less gener
ous with health-plan coverage for mental ill
ness than for other types of medical care. 

A 1980 sampling by the Health Insurance 
Association of America of employer health 
plans covering 19.6 million beneficiaries 
found that 40 percent of those covered were 
limited to $1,500 a year in psychiatric office 
visits-far less than for other health prob
lems. Only some 10 percent could expect re
imbursement for outpatient psychiatric 
services at the same 80 percent rate general
ly paid for medical office care. 

"Insurers look at psychiatric treatment as 
open-ended and that scares them," says a 
spokesman for the Washington-based insur
ance association. "If you have cancer, 
they'll pay you, but usually you'll either be 
dead in two years or on your way to being 
cured. Psychiatry can go on for 10 or 15 
years." 

In the Washington, D.C. area, where 
therapists abound, Blue Cross-Blue Shield 
in 1980 and 1981 cut back the psychiatric 
coverage that it offers federal employes. 
The associations of psychiatrists and psy
chologists are challenging the reductions in 
federal court. 

It was a similar threat by managers of the 
Defense Department's health program for 
military dependents and retirees, known as 
Champus, that spurred the psychiatric asso
ciation to create its peer-review program in 
1977-despite strong objections from many 
members who feared it would breach pa
tient confidentially. Champus was consider
ing cutbacks because of criticism from the 
General Accounting Office and Congress for 
paying the bills of marriage counselors and 
others whose services didn't really qualify 
as treatment for mental illness. 
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Champus event ually agreed t o use peer 

review rather than reduce coverage. By get
ting the opinions of AP A psychiatrists on 
nearly 300 cases a month, it is saving several 
million dollars a year on the nearly $100 
million it pays for treatment of mental ill
ness, spokeswoman says. 

SENTINEL EFFECT 
More intangibly, peer review is having a 

"sentinel effect" by getting psychiatrists 
and psycholgists to be more stringent in 
managing their patients' cases, says Dr. 
Henry Altman, head of the psychiatric asso
ciation's peer-review committee. 

In the majority of APA-reviewed cases, 
however, the reviewers recommend that 
treatment be continued. One such case in
volves a depressed woman in a Middle At
lantic state whose psychiatrist has been 
seeing her four times a week since early 
1980. The therapist believes that his pa
tient, who is in her mid-40s, had been pre
vented by her dominant, interfering mother 
from developing a sense of autonomy. This 
produced a fear of criticism and rejection 
that ultimately caused the woman to sepa
rate from her husband, he reported. 

Evidence of the woman's emotional prob
lems could be seen in her medical history. 
In addition to seven years of previous psy
chiatric care that began in her teen years, 
she had suffered for 15 years from stomach 
and intestinal problems that seemed related 
to her mental condition. 

But the physical symptoms had abated 
considerably during the latest treatment 
period, which the reviewers all took as evi
dence that the psychoanalytically oriented 
treatment was helping her. They agreed 
that the method of treatment and its fre-
quency were warranted.e -

IS THE PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF 
CHINA A FRIENDLY COUNTRY? 

• Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, in my 
capacity as chairman of the Commit
tee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For
estry, I recently presided over a hear
ing called to consider a legislative pro
posal to designate the People's Repub
lic of China as a country friendly to 
the United States-a questionable pro
posal at best. Such a designation 
would have the result of making Com
munist China eligible for concessional 
sales agreements and food donations 
under Public Law 480. 

In my judgment Mr. President, there 
is no merit to this proposal. But, as 
chairman of the Senate Agriculture 
Committee and as a Senator, I wanted 
both sides to be heard-the State De
partment came to tell the committee 
just how friendly Communist China 
really is to the United States. Theirs 
was a very weak case. 

It appears that the only real area of 
mutual interest between the United 
States and Communist China is a 
shared concern over Soviet expansion
ism-for different reasons. Beyond 
that and our desire for expanded 
trade, the United States and Red 
China have little in common, particu
larly in the area of human rights. 

But, the State Department is so de
sirous of cultivating a good relation
ship with Communist China, that its 

spokesman described the political and 
social conditions there as being much 
improved over conditions of just a few 
years ago. He went so far as to de
scribe Communist China as something 
other than a dictatorship, and asserted 
that Communist "China does not iden
tify itself as the leader of a world 
Communist movement, and its does 
not profess such a goal." 

Then, Mr. President, there was an
other witness who appeared at the 
hearing on May 3, the distinguished 
Dr. Ray S. Cline, senior associate, 
Georgetown Center for Strategic and 
International Affairs. His testimony 
on relations between the United States 
and Communist China is most enlight
ening, and worthy of careful review by 
everyone who is interested in the topic 
of United States-Communist China re
lations. 

Mr. President, I ask that a transcript 
of Dr. Cline's testimony, including an 
article included in the testimony, be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The testimony follows: 
STATEMENT OF DR. RAY S. CLINE, SENIOR As

SOCIATE, GEORGETOWN CENTER FOR STRATE
GIC AND INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS 
Dr. CLINE. I was delighted that I got here 

in time to hear my former colleague from 
the State Department exhibit such diplo
matic dexterity in suggesting that the Gov
ernment of the People's Republic of China 
was not a dictatorship. 

The CHAIRMAN. I gave him every opportu
nity to amend that. 

Dr. CLINE. I think actually, the members 
of the Communist Party would be rather in
sulted by that, because of course, it is a car
dinal principle of any Communist party that 
establishing a dictatorship of the proletariat 
is the reason they are in business. So I was 
fascinated to discover the State Department 
has somehow conveyed to the government 
of Peking a special status that they do not 
themselves claim, I am quite sure. 

As I understand it, Senator, the proposal 
before you is, to remove from the present 
prohibited list of the People's Republic of 
China so that it would be eligible for agri
cultural assistance under the Public Law 480 
law. It really baffles me as to why this pro
posal is being made. There are so many 
needy small nations with developing enter
prise systems in agriculture, as well as in 
other parts of their economy, that would 
benefit a great deal from a relatively small 
amount of help, whereas the direction of 
your questioning already this morning had 
indicated the magnitude of the problem of 
agriculture in Communist China. Why we 
want to extend economic aid to a badly mis
managed, centrally planned Chinese econo
my on the mainland is hard for me to see. 

I concluded from my studies that the Peo
ple's Republic of China <PRC> is a dictator
ship, built on the traditional Soviet model. 
The so-called progress, which was men
tioned by a couple of previous witnesses, are 
minimal retreats from some of the wilder 
fantasies of Mao Tse-tung in 1966. Of 
course, if you take 1966 as a base, it is im
possible to conceive of anybody running a 
country as badly as China was run during 
the cultural revolution, which began in that 
year. So you can say that there have been 
improvements. And of course, we want to 
encourage such improvements. But to argue 
that already we are dealing with a country 

which is " friendly" in the normal sense of 
the term, or run along lines which we would 
like to encourage with economic assistance, 
is pure fantasy, as far as I am concerned. 
That is the basic comment I would like to 
make this morning. 

The PRC economy is still virtually an in
centiveless system. It is totalitarian. It sub
ordinates all people, all purposes, every eco
nomic activity, to arbitrary political control. 
The "private plots" that are allowed to be 
used by peasants are not examples of 
progress toward more freedom in China. 
They are exactly the same kind of very tiny 
private plots that are allowed to be used in 
the Soviet Union by the Soviet peasants. 
This is part of the Communist system. They 
do not own the land. It can be taken away 
from them; their right to use it can be taken 
away from them at any time. It has been, 
several times, in both Russia and China. So 
I do think it is a lit.tle bit misleading to sug
gest that somehow, this emphasis on " pri
vate plots" is moving toward a free enter
prise or progressive or democratic system. 

Heaven knows, the Chinese people need 
help, and I am very sympathetic with them, 
and I think we should try to help them, but 
not in ways which will perpetuate their en
slavement in an economic system and a po
litical system that simply does not work. It 
does not work anywhere in the Communist 
world, and it works probably worse in Com
munist China than in any other country. 

So If we think of Public Law 480 aid as 
helping a country move along a path that 
makes sense for it, I should think we should 
extend that help at the point where the 
Communist Party of China is frankly admit
ting the bankruptcy of its economic policies 
and moving toward a more open society and 
free enterprise system. I do not think any
body can honestly say that is happening 
today, and in fact, in the past year, many of 
the steps which were considered possibly 
openings toward a looser society, a freer so
ciety, have been cancelled, and the direction 
is in the contrary, toward tighter control. 
More ' than that, the relationship with the 
United States which was always, in my view, 
one of opportunism and expediency, a very 
narrow common strategic interest, is now 
beset with quite a few very serious turbu
lences, complications, difficulties, caused by 
the regime in Peking. So it is stretching it a 
bit in my view to call it friendly, while it is 
certainly stretching it a long way to call it 
nondictatorial. 

Even if we provided the kind of aid t hat 
you were speaking of, say, $50 million a year 
or something of that sort, it is very ques
tionable to me that such a humanitarian 
gesture would result in any major improve
ment in the agricultural economy, and I 
question very much whether it would even 
filter through the Communist Party bu
reaucracy to reach the 800 million people 
living at subsistence level. My figures are 
that there are 39 million members of the 
Communist Party, a little less than the 50 
million that Assistant Secretary Shoesmith 
has mentioned, but that is a pretty big bu
reaucracy, and they do control the system. I 
do not know how many non-Communists get 
into the universites-certainly not very 
many-but I assure you that very few of 
them get into the bureaucracy and control 
anything. 

So, despite 30 years of Communist prom
ises and rather extravagent claims-which 
are often credited in this country, almost as 
if they were real, because we have a kind of 
romantic feeling about China, which I tend 
to share, the economy is still a failure. I 
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would like to see China be a great success, 
because in its past, it had a great civilization 
as a base, and we see in the Island of 
Taiwan and in Singapore and Hong Kong, a 
British colony, that the Chinese people 
under a free enterprise system perform mir
acles. They are absolutely marvelous in de
veloping the standards of living of their 
people in these particular areas, especially 
the Republic of China on Taiwan, which 
has 18 million Chinese citizens. In Taiwan 
they have approached a political society 
which is indeed moving very much toward 
elections, toward free advocacy of ideas, as 
well as toward a private enterprise economy. 
Within the confines of the martial law 
which they must maintain, because of the 
continuing danger of Chinese Communist 
attack on Taiwan, I think we have a rela
tively open society in a Chinese system. 
That is what I would like to see on the 
mainland. And I think that if you are going 
to give aid to the People's Republic of 
China, we should do it when we have some 
reason, some quid pro quo benefit to expect, 
with respect to Chinese mainland movement 
toward the evolution which we have seen 
take place in the Republic of China on 
Taiwan. 

We have in Taiwan a laboratory example 
of a developing system that has thoroughly 
Chinese cultural values but has opened up 
to the free enterprise concepts of the West
ern world. Its agriculture, as you know, is a 
marvel of ingenuity and technology. When 
the People's Republic of China moves in 
that direction, I am for helping them a 
great deal. At the moment, they are certain
ly not moving in that direction. 

I wanted to add a few additional thoughts. 
The model of agriculture and economics 
that is being followed on the mainland has 
been a failure in every part of Asia, as well 
as a relative failure in the Soviet Union 
which has difficulty feeding its people. 
Today we have the remarkable phenomenon 
of the United States mainly supplying the 
surplus which makes it possible to feed both 
Communist China and Communist Russia. 
If our grain were not available, their rations 
would be very thin. There may be reasons to 
do that, but as I say, I think we ought to be 
trying to persuade people who receive our 
largesse in this way to move in a direction 
which will create an international environ
ment that we can live with and trade with 
and see as a comfortable situation for all 
the nations around who want peace and sta
bility. I do not believe that is true of either 
the Soviet Union or the People's Republic 
of China today. 

Therefore, I would say that removing the 
PRC from the prohibited list under the P .L. 
480 Act is a signal that is being sent at the 
wrong time. It is simply the wrong signal to 
send in our relations with the PRC at this 
juncture. 

Let me give you a few more reasons, be
cause in additi'on to the economic and struc
tural problems, I understand that the law, 
Public Law 480, requires that agricultural 
assistance go to friendly countries not domi
nated or controlled by any world Commu
nist movement. Well, you may indeed argue 
that the People's Republic of China is a 
very unsuccessful world Communist move
ment. It has tried to expand into Asia, into 
Africa, into Latin America, and has had 
comparatively little success, at least com
pared to the Soviet Union, which has run 
petty wild in these areas. But the PRC is ac
tively in competition with the Soviet Union 
for influence in every part of the so-called 
Third World, and it is in competition by 

trying to establish Communist parties loyal 
to Peking which will encourage revolution
ary activity against the established govern
ments, trying to overthrow such govern
ments, and to encourage guerrilla warfare 
and terrorist activities to destabilize the re
gions. Now, the limited power that Chinese 
Communists have to communize the devel
oping nations is not in my mind a reason for 
sayng that they are not a world Communist 
movement. They have tried very hard, they 
are continuing to try, and to the extent that 
we give them economic aid, which relieves 
them of burdens that they could use for 
military or political conspiratorial purposes, 
I think we could indeed be assisting a world 
Communist movement, the People's Repub
lic of China. 

I must say again, I doubt that the Com
munist regime in Peking would deny that it 
is a world Communist movement. I think 
they would be a little insulted if we told 
them they were a third-rate local Commu
nist outfit. They consider themselves, in 
classical Chinese style, the central kingdom, 
the center of the world, and they see their 
model, the model of Communism, based on 
Mao Tse-tung's though as the flag around 
which · all countries will eventually rally, 
just as the Soviet Union considers the Len
inist model the one. 

So both of those countries are one-party 
Communist dictatorships and bureaucracies, 
competitors for leadership of the world 
communist movement. I really think it is ri
diculous to say anything less. 

Now, I consider that Peking can be dem
onstrated not very friendly to us in another 
very practical way, just from the current 
diplomatic situation, which the State De
partment did not seem to bring up in their 
testimony. Peking is now constantly, in the 
past year, threatening to downgrade diplo
matic relationships with the United States 
unless Washington agrees to cut off Tai
wan's access to all military weapons, even 
including the spare parts of the weapons 
which we have provided them in the past. 
The object is plainly stated, to force Tai
wan's 18 million unwilling Chinese citizens 
who want to remain non-Communist be
cause they are living in a prosperous and 
relatively open society to become a subordi
nate political entity under the government 
of Communist China. 

The pressure is very severe on our govern
ment to force Taiwan to return to the main
land, which means returning to the em
brace, not necessarily very tender, of the 
Communist Party of China and the govern
ment of the People's Republic of China. 
Now, we have, in the postwar period, Mr. 
Chairman, tolerated the movement of a 
number of large areas and large groups of 
people into the block or association of Com
munist states, most of them dominated by 
the Soviet Union, a fact which we generally 
deplore. I am not aware that we have ever 
forced any group of 18 million people 
against their will to become part of a Com
munist state, and I do believe that that is 
the requirement which Peking is putting on 
us in demanding that we stop military aid to 
Taiwan despite the provisions of the Taiwan 
Relations Act of 1979, passed by the Con
gress, assuring the security of the Chinese 
people on the Island of Taiwan. 

In addition to being remarkably intransi
gent over this matter of our relations with 
Taiwan, which we perpetually continue to 
discuss in Peking, as if our policy toward 
Taiwan should be determined in Peking 
rather than in Washington, the government 
in Peking has been giving us a hard time in 

other respects. They have criticized Ameri
can moves to resist Soviet and Cuban revo
lutionary adventurism in the Caribbean; 
they have protested our efforts to stabilize 
El Salvador; they have denounced our posi
tion on the Falkland Islands issue just a few 
days ago; they refused to condemn Poland's 
one-party military dictatorship under Jaru
zelski. We sent a mission, as I understand it, 
from the State Department to ask Peking to 
join us in condemning the Polish repression, 
and instead, the idea was rejected, and the 
People's Republic of China sent a substan
tial amount of food aid to the government 
of Poland under General Jaruzelski. The 
U.S. government was urging everybody to 
boycott the Jaruzelski government. Are we 
proposing to send food to Communist 
China, which might then be trans-shipped 
to Poland today? 

I think that the timing of this particular 
proposal is remarkably poor in the light of 
Peking's new hostility toward our goals in 
world affairs. 

Now, it is true that we have a certain 
common interest with Communist China. It 
is a single interest, in my view. We both do 
not like to see the Soviet Union get strong
er. It is a coincidence in many ways that we 
have that common interest. The reason it 
has been so prominent in Chinese state
ments recently is that they are frightened 
of the Soviet Union, which is on their 
border. That does not, in my view, equate to 
mutual friendship. Insofar as the Chinese 
Communists help us in restraining Soviet 
expansion, of course, they are on our side 
with respect to the Soviet Union. But as I 
have just indicated, they do not seem to be 
on our side with respect to much else. I 
promise you, on the basis of all historical 
evidence, that these kinds of single-interest 
relationships do not make two countries 
become friends when they have totally dif
ferent social, economic, political systems 
and sharply divergent regional objectives, as 
ours are in contrast with the People's Re
public of China. 

I would like to make a couple of additional 
points, if I am not going on too long, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. You go right ahead. 
Dr. CLINE. I think it is a myth perpetrated 

by the Administration of President Carter 
and inexplicably continued into this period 
by the proponents of the 1978 tilt toward 
Peking, that PRC top officials are or even 
claim to be basically friendly toward the 
United States. The Chinese Communist 
Party runs China; the formal governmental 
constitution, which is now being revised, 
means almost nothing. The Communist 
Party constitution that establishes the goals 
of the PRC has a provision in it, passed 
fairly recently, August 18, 1977-four days 
before the arrival of our Secretary of State 
to carry the word that we wanted to be 
friendly with China-and that provision in 
the constitution is: the Communist Party 
"unites with the proletariat, the oppressed 
people and nations of the whole world and 
fights shoulder-to-shoulder with them to 
oppose the hegemonism of the two super
powers, the Soviet Union and the United 
States, to overthrow imperialism, modern 
revisionism, and all reaction." We, of course, 
qualify under both imperialism and reac
tion, in Chinese Communist thinking. 

Prior to the adoption of this constitution, 
the then number-one leader and Prime Min
ister, Hua Kuo-feng, explained to his Party 
friends that the United States, which was 
being cultivated to protect China from the 
Soviet Union, was the less dangerous of the 
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PRC's two enemies. He said, quote, "The 
Soviet Union and the United States are the 
source of a new world war, and Soviet social 
imperialism in particular presents the great
er danger." Then, quoting Lenin, he contin
ued, quote, "The more powerful enemy can 
be vanquished by taking advantage of every, 
even the smallest, opportunity of gaining a 
mass ally, even though this ally be tempo
rary, vacillating, unstable, unreliable and 
conditional." 

I do not think that is a particular flatter
ing chain of adjectives to be applied to the 
United States, but clearly, this was what he 
was explaining to his own Party. That the 
PRC considers itself a true or in any way re
liable ally of the United States, simply be
cause it fears the Soviet Union more, is to 
me a myth that ought not to have the cre
dence in Washington that it does today. 

There is a final point that I believe is very 
important, sir-and maybe I will have to 
refer to some of my own writings. I regret to 
do that, but I picked up papers rather hur
riedly this morning. 

The CHAIRMAN. Well, I would say that is 
an excellent source. 

Dr. CLINE. Thank you, sir. I will submit 
this to your Committee, if I may, the whole 
article. 

<The article referred to here was received 
for the record and follows the end of the 
text of Dr. Cline's testimony.) 

Dr. CLINE. What I wanted to point out is 
that when we look at the backward situa
tion in the People's Republic of China, in 
fact, in all of the Communist Asian states
North Korea, Vietnam, Kampuchea, Laos
where the standard of living is extremely 
low, with grinding poverty, great political 
oppression, and in Southeast Asia, fullscale 
warfare going on by proxy between China 
and the Soviet Union, we ought to compare 
that with a region in which we do have 
friendly and, I think, productive interests. 

The phenomenal industrial development 
of Japan, South Korea and Taiwan and of 
the whole chain of West Pacific states, 
taking what the Chinese Communists used 
to call contemptuously, " the capitalist 
road" , has been remarkable. The trade is ex
tensive. There are genuine interconnections 
with the United States and with the other 
Pacific states. Long-range business commit
ments are being made, even with Europe. 
Multinational investments, bilateral trade 
and banking arrangements, and increasing 
contacts around the world are creating a 
growth of regional interdependence, as well 
as multiple links with the United States, 
that is increasing our strength and the 
strength of the free world in the West Pa
cific. 

I think the Pacific community of ten na
tions, including particularly Japan and 
South Korea and Taiwan, the newly indus
trializing nations, is the area in which we 
ought to ensure absolutely friendly relation
ships, because that is an area of economic 
growth and prosperity within the interna
tional trading system and the free enter
prise system which is strengthening our 
total worldwide position vis-a-vis the Soviet 
Union. For example, the standard of living 
per capita in Australia and Japan is almost 
as high as in the United States. Taiwan has 
a per capita income of $2,720-very high by 
Asian standards, and certainly curiously in 
contrast with the People's Republic of 
China, which after 30 years of developing a 
Communist system on the mainland, has a 
per capita income of less than $300 per year. 

Since these goods and services are being 
produced in a system that we can link with, 

can identify with, I think it is very impor
tant for us to work with those nations and 
hold up their example to the bankrupt 
Communist systems on the mainland. The 
economy of Taiwan is the irrefutable dem
onstration that Chinese societies can forge 
ahead rapidly in economic development. It 
is a free enterprise system. It is a constant 
reproach to the PRC, as some Chinese Com
munists have had the courage to admit in 
recent years. There, the standards of living 
have not lifted much, if any, above the 
levels of 25 years ago. 

Now, on behalf of the Republic of China 
on Taiwan, President Chiang Ching-Kuo, 
who has managed this economic miracle, 
has made clear that unification with the 
mainland is an objective of the Chinese 
people everywhere, but that it can come 
only when freer economic and political proc
esses than now exist come into being in the 
PRC. President Chiang has welcomed the 
continuing security guarantees from the 
United States of the Taiwan Relations Act 
of 1979, and always says that in case of any 
war in the Pacific, Taiwan bases and facili
ties are available to U.S. military forces re
gardless of who the enemy may be. That is 
what I call real friendship! 

I suggest that if the favorable trends in 
Taiwan and the rest of the Pacific commu
nity, particularly Japan and Australia, per
sist and grow, the balance of power will 
shift in a direction advantageous to the 
United States, and if our luck holds, we will 
see the Pacific Basin turn East Asia into a 
zone of stability beckoning to the Commu
nist five nations on the mainland to turn 
gradually toward trade and a good relation
ship with these open societies. 

Now, that is good news, and I think it 
would be shocking for us to signal to the 
People's Republic of China that the very 
limited moves that they have made to ame
liorate some of the hardships of their very 
retrogressive economic and political system 
on the mainland have won our approval. I 
think they have not yet faced their basic 
problem, and they might, if we lead them in 
the right direction. 

I do not know why the government in 
Peking is now distancing itself and behaving 
so cooly toward Washington, but it is. The 
past few months have seen a real harshness 
and an abrasiveness in our relationship, 
solely instigated by Peking. It probably is 
for interanal political reasons, some kind of 
competition between the different leaders 
to show how tough they are on capitalists in 
general. 

In any case, the threatening of diplomatic 
reprisals against the United states is some
thing that any self-respecting nation should 
not accept and particularly not accept with 
gestures of friendship and concessions of a 
positive and specific kind, like economic as
sistance. The attitude that Peking is now 
showing us is not friendly. As a matter of 
fact, their attitude is basically blackmail. 
They are trying to get us to help them do 
what they want in Asia, rather than being 
friendly toward the peace and stability 
which is our objective in the area. 

Therefore, I hope we will wait until there 
is some sign that China can be reunited, as I 
think it will be some day, on the basis of the 
principles of a free, political and economic 
society, and that we should not in any way 
disturb the pressure on the society of the 
People's Republic to reform itself and move 
toward a model more generally in the inter
ests of its own people. 

Thank you very much. 
The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Cline, of course, I 

agree with you, but I would think that even 

those who may not agree with you would 
have to acknowledge that you have given a 
scholarly and logicial statement, which I 
very much appreciate. And I am going to 
ask staff to get me a transcript of your re
marks, because I think they ought to be cir
culated as quickly as may be possible to all 
Senators. 

Dr. CLINE. Thank you very much, Senator. 
I would be delighted to help them put it to
gether. 

The CHAIRMAN. Well, it was just excellent, 
and I appreciate your coming. Now, let me 
ask you just a few quick questions, because 
you have been here all morning, as have we. 

You are a student of China, and you have 
written extensively on matters of military 
strategy. Is the People's Republic of China 
a credible modern military power? 

Dr. CLINE. My view, Mr. Chairman, is that 
China is not a credible modern military 
power. It is a military power along the lines 
of ancient oriental despotisms which have 
existed for a long time. It has a 4 million 
man army, mainly unable to move very far 
from its garrisions. The strength of China, 
any China in history, has always been that 
it is so big and has so many people, one bil
lion people now, that no government in its 
right mind would try to conquer all of 
China. I call the People's Republic of China 
"strategically indigestible", and that is a 
strength which will prevent the Soviet 
Union from attacking it. But it does not 
mean that the Chinese army is able to move 
against the Soviet Union, that it could assist 
us materially in any way except defending 
China if there were hostilities, nor that it is 
able to absorb the kind of technology which 
would make it a really valuable military 
ally. 

The CHAIRMAN. I was disturbed to hear 
the semantics earlier this morning in pur
ported refutation of the suggestion that the 
People's Republic of China is a dictatorship. 
I hope this does not mean that we have 
reached the point in our foreign policy such 
that we are no longer interested in a coali
tion in the Pacific Basin to deter Commu
nist expansion. 

Now, just for the record, what would you 
recommend, if you could push a button and 
your policy would be implemented; what 
would you suggest we do? 

Dr. CLINE. Worldwide, Mr. Chairman, or 
in Asia? 

The CHAIRMAN. I am talking about the Pa
cific Basin region. 

Dr. CLINE. Yes, sir. I recommend that we 
take a positive, but not dominating role in 
encouraging the nations, non-Communist 
nations, all around the rim of the Pacific to 
develop a community spirit mainly for the 
purpose of exchanging economic goods and 
services, but also for consultation on the 
common security interests, so that we could 
reach the point in the Pacific, with Ameri
can moral support and perhaps some eco
nomic support, that we reached in the At
lantic about 1948 or 1949, when we began 
talking seriously of an Atlantic community. 
Whether we want to go on to develop insti
tutions and military cooperation is some
thing that I would leave strictly to the Pa
cific states. I doubt that they really want to 
do that at this time. But they need the co
herence that would come from having an in
formal, voluntary association or quasi-alli
ance, because they all are aiming at the 
same purpose. They do not fear the United 
States. They want us to back them up. They 
do not want us breathing down their necks. 
They do fear the Soviet Union. They fear 
the People's Republic of China. And I think 
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this is a magnificent opportunity for us to 
help develop a creative Pacific community, a 
coalescence of common interest that would 
go a long way toward tilting the balance of 
world power back to the free world and the 
free enterprise system, which these Asians 
are really keen on, and very good at, too. 
They can help us, perhaps, correct our over
emphasis on the frozen military situation in 
Western Europe and see things in a genuine 
global perspective. 

* * * * 
The CHAIRMAN. What signal do you think 

this P.L. 480 proposal will send around the 
world, and particularly with respect to the 
Pacific Basin? 

Dr. CLINE. I think it would signal that the 
United States is desperately weak in its ca
pabilities to cope adequately with the ex
pansionist power of the Soviet Union, so 
much so that we would Kow-tow, really 
make unrequited concessions to Communist 
China, simply because it is anti-Soviet. The 
world is full of anti-Soviet nations with 
many common interests with us. I have no 
wish to punish the People's Republic of 
China or reject any cooperation they want 
to give us in opposing the Soviet Union, but 
I see this signal as kind of a scraping up of 
some appeasement gesture too show that we 
really are counting o:n the People's Republic 
of China in a strategic way that I think is 
quite fantastic and will prove to be 
unrewarding. 

The CHAIRMAN. Now, you heard the testi
mony this morning when I inquired about 
subversive activities. I should have broad
ened my question, I suppose. What about 
the Red Chinese activities in Africa and 
Latin America? 

Dr. CLINE. Well, they have been very ex
tensive in the past, Mr. Chairman. As in 
many other questions that you posed, what 
you got was the statement, over and over, 
that, "Well, things are not as bad as they 
used to be." And that is true. The Chinese 
Communists have run out of steam-run out 
of money is what they have run out of-and 
they have also run out of political unity in 
their own government, so that they cannot 
quite agree on how to conduct subversive 
and revolutionary activities in many coun
tries. But they still have representatives, in
telligence and propaganda representatives 
in almost every country in the world, and 
they are very active in some of the African 
countries, some of the Latin American coun
tries. And of course, as was pointed out in 
the earlier testimony, they have an active 
program of broadcasting and moral support 
at a minimum for the Communist parties of 
Burma, Malaysia, Thailand. The decrease in 
the support is clearly an opportunistic ges
ture to try to ease relations with the govern
ments which they are trying to overthrow, 
but it is not very persuasive to me. And it is 
necessary, I think, perhaps to remind our
selves, since our historical memory is so 
short in this country, that in 1965, I believe 
it was, the government of the People's Re
public of Communist China staged a mas
sive revolutionary effort in Indonesia, with 
the result very nearly of overthrowing that 
government and with a civil war ensuring in 
which several hundred thousand people 
were killed. It set back Indonesia in rela
tions with Peking a long way, and they are 
still strained as a result. But that was a clas
sic attempt to set up a Communist dictator
ship by internal revolution supported by the 
PRC. I suppose also, we should remind our
selves that the People's Republic of China is 
not averse to military operations. They are 
often mentioned as being extremely peacea-

ble, which they are, when they are not able 
to gain objectives by military means, but 
they did attack India in 1962, and they of 
course were the mainstay of the fighting in 
Korea in the early 1950s and they provided 
the initial incentive and most of the initial 
arms and a great deal of the logistic sup
port, working with the Soviet Union-it sup
plied the heavy military equipment-to 
defeat American and South Vietnamese 
forces in Vietnam. Now, maybe their minds 
and attitudes have all changed since then, 
but I think we should at least be cautious in 
protecting the interests of the Asian states 
which we do have some common ties with, 
rather than assuming that the People's Re
public of China has become benign in its re
lationship with us and our Pacific allies. 

* * * * 
The CHAIRMAN. I appreciate very much 

your coming here this morning. Thank you. 
Text of Article by Ray S. Cline and Marjo

rie W. Cline, from The Journal of East 
Asian Affairs, vol. II, No. 1, spring/summer 
1982. 

[From the Journal of East Asian Affairs] 
THE COMMUNIST FIVE AND THE CAPITALIST 

TEN SOCIO-ECONOMIC SYSTEMS IN ASIA 
<By RayS. Cline and Marjorie W. Cline> 

I 

The New Year, 1982, greets Asian peoples 
under Communist domination with bleak 
prospects for the better life they all yearn 
to have. The People's Republic of China 
<PRC>, the Democratic People's Republic of 
Korea, the Socialist Republic of Vietnam, 
the People's Republic of Kampuchea, and 
the Laos People's Democratic Republic are 
five failures. These are nations unable to 
meet the demands of their populations for 
security and a decent standard of living. 

For years the Asian people have subsisted 
on promises and propaganda about the ben
efits their societies would reap from one
party Communist dictatorships, centrally 
planned command economies, and subordi
nation of personality and thought to the 
discipline of the state. The result of this in
centiveless, over bureaucratized life has not 
been prosperity and peace but poverty and 
local wars. Gradually the hardships, uncer
tainties, and brutalities have sapped the en
ergies and spirits of the people in every 
Communist country in Asia. 

After three decades there is a crisis of con
fidence in the Leninist-Stalinist political 
model in the People's Republic of China, 
whose leaders proclaim Soviet imperialism 
(hegemonism) to be the greatest peril to 
peace and stability in the world. Perhaps 
life would seem bearable if a bright model 
existed elsewhere, but the dreary, over cen
tralized, highly militarized Soviet Union 
holds out little hope for its Asian imitators. 
The faltering Soviet military occupation of 
Afghanistan in December 1979 and the po
litical tragedy in Poland two years later 
brought more and more bad news about the 
prospects of the lands of the hammer and 
sickle. 

The best hope for these unfortunate na
tions lies in U.S. strategic influence with its 
pluralist political traditions and its con
sumer-oriented free enterprise economic 
trading system reasserting itself in East 
Asia. It is astonishing that after the igno
minious American defeat and withdrawal 
from Vietnam, even the Southeast Asians 
who suffered the most from U.S. failures 
would like to see the Americans active 
again, not domineering but involved to pre
vent domination by either the Soviet Union 
or the PRC. 

The United States is widely perceived at 
the beginning of 1982 as exerting a stabiliz
ing and civilizing force, bringing trade and 
prosperity, comporting itself in a compara
tively benign way throughout East Asia. 
Even former enemies are disposed to wel
come the American strategic presence and 
woo American help. This is very good news 
indeed and a comparatively recent develop
ment. 

Something has happened in this part of 
the world in the six years since intervention 
by the United States in behalf of an inde
pendent non-Communist South Vietnam, 
and the humiliating abandonment of this 
goal. During this period the image of the 
United States has become a plus rather 
than a minus in international politics. The 
United States and its friends, the ten com
paratively prosperous Asian-Pacific insular 
and pen-insular states stretching in a seven
thousand-mile belt from Japan to New Zea
land, at present simply look like political 
and economic success stories in contrast 
with the poverty in and constant conflict 
between the five Communist East Asian 
states. 

These fifteen nations are seldom thought 
of as forming two international clusters, de
veloped during the turbulent and changeful 
years of the last three decades, yet they are 
interconnected in ways worth study. 

The PRC is at loggerheads with the Soviet 
Union, and North Korea is frozen in mobi
lized military antagonism to the Republic of 
Korea in the South. Both Laos and Kampu
chea are now under Hanoi's heavy military 
thumb, while Vietnam and the PRC fight a 
desultory war. The strategic dominoes, so 
scornfully dismissed as non-existent by lib
eral critics of the U.S. involvement in the 
Vietnam War, did in fact tumble in Laos and 
Cambodia. Thailand and Malaysia are ap
prehensive lest the fallout extend to their 
countryside where for decades Communist 
guerillas have been trying to overthrow the 
governments. 

All in all it is a depressing scene with 
Southeast Asia in the worst situation. The 
North Vietnamese who occupied South Viet
nam in 1975 brutalized the people there as 
the pitiful flight of the boat people amply 
demonstrated. They set up a puppet Com
munist government in Laos, strengthened 
by the Soviet Union, under Prince Souphan
ouvong and have succeeded in doing the 
same in Kampuchea under a Marxist-Lenin
ist People's Revolutionary Party with Heng 
Samrin as head of state in Phnom Penh. 
About 35 million Vietnamese, Lao, and 
Khmer people who wanted nothing to do 
with the austere Communist military dicta
torship in North Vietnam have been 
brought into a semicolonial status under 
Hanoi's occupation. Several million died in 
the process. 

The result is not good from anybody's 
viewpoint. All of the Indochina peninsula is 
impoverished, hungry, and politically op
pressed. The Chinese and Vietnamese who 
collaborated for 30 years to control this 
region and expel first the French and then 
the Americans have come to fighting each 
other, directly in organized battle on the 
Vietnam-China border in early 1979 as well 
as by proxy in Laos and Kampuchea all the 
time. 

The colossal incompetence in managing 
the economies of all the Asian Communist 
countries and the debilitating ideological 
conflicts among them have sunk into the 
consciousness of most East Asians. They 
may not know what exactly is an ordinate 
or an inordinate fear of Communism, but 



May 20, 1982 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 11005 
they know-as even the Chinese Commu
nists admit-that the Leninist-Maoist 
system of militarized bureaucratic govern
ment set up from North Korea to Kampu
chea has brought much suffering and little 
economic progress. In their eyes this politi
cal model is so far by its own record a fail
ure. 

The territory the Communist Five occupy 
is about four million square miles, most of it 
on the Chinese mainland. All of the states 
except land-locked Laos are on the Pacific 
shoreline of East Asia. One billion one hun
dred million people live in this region, over 
a billion of them Chinese, the whole popula
tion amounting to one-fourth of all man
kind. Great expectations were raised by 
Communist revolutions in these countries, 
where half the population is under 30 years 
of age. All of the resulting regimes have 
turned in dismal performances in their ef
forts to improve standards of living. What 
was only a while ago heralded as the wave 
of the future is still a sluggish backwater 
and swamp. 

The whole North Korean-China main
land-Indochina experience has caused their 
political leaderships to lust for technology, 
investment funds, and trade with the 
United States and the countries once 
scorned as decadent, obsolete capitalist soci
eties. The U.S. political and social views are 
still categorically condemned, but the rapid
ly . increasing material achievements 
throughout non-Communist Asia are envied. 
Table 1.-GNP and per capita income of the 

Communist Five, 1980 
[GNP-In billions of U.S. dollars] 

Country: 
China <PRC> ...................... .................... . 
Korea <North) ....... ................................ . 
Vietnam .................................................. . 
Laos ................... .. .. ........... ....................... . 
Kampuchea .......................... ............. .... . 

274.0 
17.0 
16.0 

. 3 
N/A 

[Per capita income-In U.S. dollars] 
Country: 
Korea <North> ....................................... . 
Vietnam ..... ................ : ............................ . 
China <PRC> ......................................... .. 
Laos ...................... .. ..... ............................ . 
Kampuchea ........................................... . 

950 
290 
281 
89 

N/A 
Note.-Sources differ on per capita income in the 

PRC, and the figure cited here may be high. For in· 
stance, the Chinese themselves state that their 
1979 per capita income was U.S. $253. 

Source: The Asia 1982 Yearbook <Hongkong: Far 
Eastern Economic Review, 1982), pp. 8- 9. 

Vice Chairman of the Communist Party 
Deng Xiaoping himself, strong man of the 
PRC, testifies to the new conventional 
wisdom. He was purged twice (once in 1965 
and again in 1976) for, according to his en
emies, urging mainland China to take " the 
capitalist road" instead of the more ideolog
ical and egalitarian path of Mao Zedong. 
The term "capitalist road" is familiar 
throughout Asia as a result. Everyone 
cannot fail to note that Deng is pulling and 
hauling the PRC in an almost desperate 
effort to provide its one billion very poor 
citizens with pragmatic economic incentives 
to work. The present Premier Zhao Ziyang 
at the Fifth National People's Congress, 
held from November 30 to December 13, 
1981 in Peking, rubber-stamped Deng's eco
nomic program and promised to carry it on 
with " firm faith in the socialist system." 1 

• Premier Zhao Ziyang's speech to the Fourth 
Session, Fifth National People's Congress, broad· 
cast by Beijing Domestic Service in Mandarin, 2 De· 
cember 1981, as reported by Foreign Broadcast In· 
formation Service <FBIS), 3 December 1981, Vol. I, 
No. 232, p. K2. 

The Chinese goal is to expand trade with 
the United States and its relatively prosper
ous allies, and even to try to catch up with 
Taiwan, the Chinese society that has 
become a newly industrializing country with 
a high economic growth rate and a standard 
of living approximately ten times that of 
the PRC. 

II 

Asians know, in other words, what many 
Americans have not yet focused on, that the 
"capitalist road" nations of East Asia and 
the West Pacific are built on a model that 
works. They foreshadow the wave of the 
future for a meeting of East and West-not 
the failed Marxist-Leninist model emulated 
in Peking, Pyongyang, and Hanoi. 

TABLE 2.-TRADE WITH THE UNITH> STATES, 1980 
[In millions of U.S. dollars] 

Country Exports 

China (PRCj ...................... 1,056.00 
Vietnam .................... . 
laos......................... ......................... .91 

~r$u~:a~~.) .: :: : : :::: : :: :::: : : :::::::::::::::: 
Total ................ . 

Imports 

4,131.00 
1.20 
. 22 

Total 

5,187.00 
1.20 
1.13 

5,189.33 

Source: "Direction of Trade Statistics Yearbook. 1981" (Washington, D.C.: 
International Monetary Fund, 1981) , Passim. 

The good news, then, should be more 
widely understood in the United States. In 
the past five years a new spirit of confi
dence, greater political stability, and re
markably dynamic growth have developed 
in the belt of ten prosperous Asian-Pacific 
nations, once derided in Peking and now 
given the flattery of envy. Their expanding 
prosperity and trade make bright spots in 
this gloomy world. 

The Pacific Ten are now sometimes de
scribed as an emerging Pacific Community. 
It is a useful term for Japan, South Korea, 
and Taiwan <the Northwest Pacific trian
gle>; the Philippines, Indonesia, Singapore, 
Malaysia, and Thailand, the Association of 
Southeast Asian Nations <the ASEAN cen
tral arch>; and Australia and New Zealand 
<the South Pacific anchor). 

What suddenly is becoming obvious is that 
so many Asian nations are modernizing 
their societies successfully, each in a cordial 
association with the United States, while 
avoiding the disasters of their Communist 
neighbors and actually beginning to control 
and stabilize the conflicts that still threaten 
violence and war in East Asia. 

The pattern is only now emerging. The 
Pacific Community of Ten, a very loose 
grouping of diverse peoples, is seldom 
thought of as a strategic unit. Nonetheless 
its existence is a valuable asset of the inter
national trading world, with which the 
United States is now so interdependent. 
This world is a voluntary coalition of politi
cally and economically pluralist societies 
that in the past thirty years have gradually 
formed an association of some kind with the 
United States in defense of the security and 
economic self-interest of the seafaring, pre
eminently trade-oriented nations that used 
to be called the free world. 

Whatever may be the state of mind and 
morale elsewhere in this free world, the Pa
cific Community countries have an increas
ing consciousness of identity of strategic in
terest with one another and with the United 
States that seems not unlike the spirit of 
the Atlantic Community after the end of 
World War II-when there was no NATO, 
no European Economic Community, only a 
wish to rebuild European societies and avoid 

military domination or political intervention 
by the Soviet Union. Whether this spirit de
velops further or remains in its present nas
cent stage, it is a new and encouraging 
factor in world geopolitics. 

This Pacific Ten collectively constitute a 
significant grouping of international power. 
Australia is a continent of almost 3 million 
square miles, thinly populated but endowed 
with enormous natural resources. It borders 
on the Indian Ocean as well as on the Pacif
ic. All of the island states enclose or lie on 
large and strategically important seaways. 
Indonesia is an archipelago with three-quar
ters of a million square miles of land and an 
enormous domain of surrounding territorial 
waters. Even tiny Singapore borders on the 
gateway between the Indian and Pacific 
Oceans-the Strait of Malacca. The three 
peninsular countries, Thailand, Malaysia, 
and South Korea, are not small by Europe
an standards. The total territory encom
passed in this vast ocean area of ten nations 
is considerably larger than either the 
United States or China-nearly four and 
one-half million square miles . 

Table 3.-Territory and Population of the 
Pacific Ten 

[Territory in square miles] 
Country: 

Australia ....................................... . 
Indonesia .. ... .. ................. .............. . 
Thailand ....................................... . 
Japan ............................................ . 
Malaysia ....................................... . 
Philippines ................................... . 
New Zealand ............................... .. 
South Korea ............................... .. 
Taiwan .......................................... . 
Singapore ..................................... . 

Total ....................................... . 

2,970,000 
736,000 
198,000 
143,000 
128,400 
116,000 
103,736 
38,000 
13,892 

225 
-----

4,447,253 
[Population in thousands] 

Country: 
Indonesia 1 .................................... 149,400 
Japan............................................. 117,800 
Philippines....... ............................. 48,900 
Thailand........................................ 48,600 
South Korea. ................................ 38,900 
Taiwan........................................... 18,200 
Australia........................................ 14,800 
Malaysia........................................ 14,300 
New Zealand ......................... ,....... 3,100 
Singapore...................................... 2,400 

-----
Total ....................................... . 456,400 

1 It includes E. Timor and Irian Java. 
Source: The World Factbook, 1981 <Washington, 

D.C.: National Foreign Assessment Center, CIA, 
April 1981>, passim; Information on Taiwan from 
China Yearbook, 1980 <Taipei: China Publishing 
Co., 1980), p. 136; Population figures from The Asia 
1982 Yearbook, op. ciL, pp. 8-9. 

In terms of population Indonesia ia a very 
large state, the fifth greatest in the world at 
about 150 million. Japan has the seventh 
largest population in the world, about 118 
million. Thailand, the Philippines, and 
South Korea are all among the 20 most pop
ulous nations. All together the Pacific Ten 
as of 1978 provided living space for more 
than 456 million people-twice the number 
in the United States. Only China and India 
have larger populations. 

The magnitude of this region and its 
recent economic achievements have been 
little noted in the United States. There is 
also a serious cultural lag in appreciating 
the extraordinary leap into modernity made 
by these Asian and Pacific peoples in recent 
years. Americans are by political tradition, 
as well as ethnic and cultural ties, more in
clined to look east across the Atlantic than 
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west across the much larger Pacific. While 
we have not ·been paying much attention, 
the Pacific Community has emerged as an 
international reality. Its ten nations have 
created a regional economic strength bear
ing comparison with the United States, 
West Europe, or the Soviet Union. They 
have enjoyed for many years remarkably 
high rates of annual economic growth, 
much higher in recent years than in most 
other parts of the international trading 
world. 

The phenomenal industrial development 
of Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan has 
been accompanied by rapid development of 
the abundant raw material resources-oil, 
uranium, iron ore, tin, rubber, timber, palm 
oil, and foodstuffs-of Southeast Asia, Aus
tralia, and New Zealand. The interconnec
tions and long-range business commitments 
among these economies are beginning to be 
as complex and sophisticated as those of 
Europe. Multinational investments, bilateral 
trade and banking arrangements, and in
creasing contracts between regional institu
tions, enterprising businessmen, and govern
ment planners are creating growing regional 
interdependence as well as multiple links 
with the United States. 

The result is that in 1980, the last year for 
which reliable statistics for all the countries 
are available, the GNP <Gross National 
Product) of the Pacific Ten was more than 
1.8 trillion in U.S. dollars at 1980 market 
prices. 
Table 4.-GNP and per capita income of the 

Pacific Ten 

[GNP-In billions of U.S. dollars] 
Country: 

Japan ............................................ . 1,397.0 
Australia ....................................... . 
Indonesia ...................................... . 
South Korea ................................ . 
Philippines ................................... . 
Thailand ....................................... . 
Taiwan .......................................... . 
Singapore ..................................... . 
Malaysia ....................................... . 
New Zealand ................................ . 

[Per capita income in U.S. dollars] 
Country: 

Australia ............................................. . 
Japan ............ .. .................................... .. 
New Zealand ....................................... . 
Singapore ............................................ . 
Taiwan ................................................. . 
Malaysia .............................................. . 
South Korea ....................................... . 
Philippines ....................... , ................ .. 
Thailand ............................................. . 
Indonesia ............................................ . 

140.1 
66.8 
59.3 
35.4 
32.9 
32.3 
24.0 
23.7 
21.4 

9,580 
8,887 
6,899 
3,410 
2,720 
1,783 
1,553 

732 
708 
439 

Source: The Asia 1982 Yearbook, op. cit., pp. 8-9. 

Furthermore, these goods and services are 
produced in entrepreneurial economic sys
tems with a strong vested interest in trade. 
Total trade of the Pacific Ten with the 
United States amounted to nearly U.S. $109 
billion in 1980, about one-fifth of their 
world trade, which reached U.S. $542 billion 
in the same year. A great deal of the world 
trade is in commodities needed in the ad
vanced industrial nations of Europe as well 
as in the United States. It is obvious that its 
regional economic cluster of power in Asia is 
a major factor in the international trading 
world of goods and capital flows. 

TABLE 5.-TRADE WITH THE UNITED STATES, 1980 
[In millions of U.S. dollars] 

Country Exports Imports Total 

Japan. 31,905 24,567 56,472 
Taiwan ...... .... 7,500 5,500 13,000 
South Korea .. ··························· 4,624 4,890 9,514 
Australia ... 2,579 4,410 6,989 
Indonesia ...... 4,605 1,613 6,218 

~~fa~;~ ::::: 2,424 3,389 5,813 
2,117 1,633 3,750 

Philippines ................ .. ................... 1,583 1,934 3,517 
Thailand ................ 795 1,361 2,156 
New Zealand ..... 720 768 1,488 

Total ... 58,852 50,065 108,917 

Source: Direction of Trade Statistics Yearbook, 1981, except for Taiwan. Its 
trade with the United States was calculated from estimates given in The Asia 
1982 Yearbook. 

III 

The Pacific Community nations, and in 
particular ASEAN members, all consciously 
and firmly limit their avowed common pur
poses to regional economic goals. N everthe
less, the extent and frequency of consulta
tion and informal cooperation among them 
is staggering in view of their divergent 
ethnic, religious, and political backgrounds. 
Security issues may not be on the agenda of 
ASEAN meetings, but they certainly come 
up for full examination in the corridor talks 
among the Southeast Asians as well as with 
the Northwest Pacific and South Pacific 
states. 

In fact, it is possible to note in the past 
few years substantially increased sophistica
tion about strategic concepts and great 
power ambitions. This more acute realism 
derives in part from the fact that most of 
these ten countries have crucial bilateral se
curity arrangements with the United States, 
Taiwan, South Korea, Japan, the Philip
pines, Australia, and New Zealand all have 
formal American treaties or legally binding 
commitments. Thailand has had for many 
years and still relies on vague but credible 
U.S. assurances of assistance in the event of 
attack from Vietnam. 

The other three ASEAN governments-In
donesia, Malaysia, and Singapore-are in
creasingly aware that it is American mili
tary power that guarantees the safety of 
the sealanes along which all Pacific Com
munity trade passes, including the oil tank
ers plying to and from the Indian Ocean. 
This enormous traffic mostly moves via one 
of the world's most important strategic 
ocean passages, the Strait of Malacca, lying 
between Singapore and Malaysia on one side 
and Indonesia on the other. 

The alternate routes are all through the 
Indonesian Archipelago. The vital oil traffic 
from the Persian Gulf to Japan alone auto
matically raises questions of security of the 
seas. 

ASEAN officials quickly reveal deep con
cern over the presence of Soviet naval 
forces at the great American built base fa
cility. Cam Ranh Bay, in Vietnam as well as 
the use of Vietnamese air bases by long
range Soviet military aircraft on logistic and 
intelligence reconnaissance missions. They 
also readily acknowledge that Soviet intru
sion in the South China Sea constitutes a 
tacit Soviet threat in the Pacific. 

Even the Japanese often speak in these 
terms to other members of the Pacific Com
munity group of nations, something they 
never did two or three years ago. On their 
minds are not only the Soviet presence in 
Vietnam but also the division of Soviet 
ground forces on the disputed Northern Is
lands, a few miles from Hokkaido; the sub
stantial Soviet navy on patrol in the North-

west Pacific; and recently, the modern inter
mediate range SS-22 missiles and Backfire 
bombers deployed in the Soviet Far East. 

The Soviet entry into the South China 
Sea accompanied, and probably was caused 
by, the shifting great power alignments in 
the fall and winter of 1978, when Japan and 
the United States resumed diplomatic rela
tions with the PRC, the main regional and 
ideological antagonist of the Soviet Union. 
After the Japanese move toward China in 
August and just before the American an
nouncement of normalization of relations 
with Peking in December, Moscow signed a 
Friendship Treaty with strong security com
mitments to Hanoi. 

Ten days after the Joint U.S.-PRC Com
munique, Vietnam attacked China's Com
munist client regime in Kampuchea. Early 
in 1979 the PRC attacked Vietnam " to 
teach a lesson," as Deng Xiaoping ex
plained. The proxy war between Moscow 
and Peking has been going on in Southeast 
Asia ever since. The stalemate and discon
tent pervade the atmosphere. Nobody is 
winning this war. The PRC can scarcely 
afford it, and Vietnam can only do so with 
large infusions of somewhat unwelcome 
Soviet aid. The Khmer would really like to 
to get rid of both Chinese and Vietnamese 
puppet governments. 

The ASEAN states, including Thailand, 
whose leaders have facilitated Chinese sup
port of Khmer Rouge resistance since 1978, 
desire to see a compromised political settle
ment of the conflict. What they want is to 
free the area from domination by either Vi
etnamese or Chinese Communists. They 
also hope for a reduction of Soviet influence 
in Vietnam-now stemming from U.S. 3 to 6 
million dollars a day of indispensable mili
tary assistance. 2 

The ASEAN countries all differ on their 
ideas of an acceptable resolution of the 
Kampuchean crisis. Indonesia and Malasia 
are more inclined to negotiate in some sym
pathy with Hanoi, while Thailand and 
Singapore consult Peking and resist consoli
dation of Vietnamese control in Kampu
chea. 

Most Southeast Asian leaders feel, howev
er, that the mission ingredient for peace is a 
solid U.S. guarantee for Thailand against 
Vietnamese attack, accompanied by U.S. 
diplomatic pressure on Moscow and Peking 
to live and let live in Southeast Asia, plus 
U.S. support for a coalition government in 
Kampuchea. They also agree that only the 
United States can do what is needed and 
that American support of ASEAN initiatives 
is indispensable for peace in Indochina. Fi
nally, everyone hopes the United States will 
counter the Soviet threat in the Pacific gen
erally. The ASEAN countries hope the 
Reagan Administration in Washington will 
get around to doing all these things. 

Some of these nations are nonaligned, but 
they all know their strategic interests lie 
within the emerging Pacific Community and 
with the United States. If the era of Viet
nam guilt is ending in the United States, it 
is high time. Hostility toward Americans 
has dissipated long since in the region 
where the real damage occurred, most of it 
after the U.S. withdrawal rather than be
cause of U.S. intervention. Substantial 
American participation is coping with the 
Pacific Community's national and regional 
problem, if it is discreet and reasonable, is 
now again thinkable, even sought after. 
Some day disenchantment with the doctri-

2 The Asia 1982 Yearbook, p. 21. 
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naire Communist and a yearning for the 
better life evident in the capitalist trading 
nations of the Pacific will bring about a sta
bilizing political fix in East Asia. 

The name of an old friend of the United 
States, the mercuric Prince Norondom Si
hanouk, is surfacing again. He blows hot 
and cold, but he is being suggested as a 
paramount leader in Kampuchea by his 
present protectors in North Korea and his 
former patrons in the PRC. In this weird 
political landscape the arrival of a royal 
figure might just permit cooperation of the 
warring Communist factions under his 
aegis. In addition Sihanouk possibly could 
bring into a coalition former Khmer Rouge 
President Khieu Samphan and former 
Prime Minister Son Sann, who is leading a 
guerrilla war against both Pol Pot and Heng 
Samrin. Much depends upon the negotiat
ing skills of ASEAN leaders and the under
standing of psychological and political 
trends in the area by the Reagan Adminis
tration. It will be a severe test but it may 
prove to be a milestone triumph for the 
President. If so, the new spirit in the emerg
ing Pacific Community will be what makes 
it happen. 

Strangely enough nearly all of the Asian 
parties to the Kampuchean quarrel are 
leaning toward getting the United States in
volved. Even the Vietnamese would like to 
normalize relations with Washington in 
hope of reaping some economic benefits. 
The truth is the Southeast Asians all trust 
Americans more than they trust the Rus
sians, or the Chinese, or for that matter, the 
Japanese, the other major international 
actor in the region. At least they mistrust 
the Americans less. This attitude may not 
reflect real affection, but it is as close to it 
as one usually gets in international geopoli
tics. Americans may not be loved, but they 
are wanted as participants in stabilizing ef
forts in Kampuchea, a key state whose equi
librium would strengthen non-Communist 
elements in Thailand. Laos, and even Viet
nam. 

Joining in this sentiment that leans 
toward consultation and cooperation with 
the United States are certainly our ANZUS 
treaty partners-Australia and New Zea
land-with their European-American cultur
al ties, their complete dependence on sea
lane security, their primary interest in 
trade, and their current conservative politi
cal leadership. Friendly cooperation in Pa.
cific matters can easily be established-in 
many ways already exists-between Wash
ington on the one side and Canberra and 
Wellington on the other. The anchor of the 
Pacific Community is firmly emplaced in 
the South Pacific. 

As for the strategic triangle in the North
west Pacific, the wish for a strong U.S. pres
ence is even more deeply felt. Reasonable 
and helpful American military, economic, 
and geopolitical moves in this region will be 
eagerly welcomed. Japan, South Korea, and 
Taiwan all feel strategically dependent on 
the United States. They would all be devas
tated if they thought either the Soviet 
Union or the PRC would become the domi
nant regional power. 

Japan is an economic giant-with a GNP 
at almost U.S. $1.5 trillion as of 1981, after 
the United States and the USSR, the third 
greatest producer of goods and services in 
the world. Yet Japan devotes only one per
cent of its GNP to military expenditures 
and has developed only minimal armed 
forces, designed exclusively for defense. The 
U.S. commitment to the security of Japan is 
absolutely indispensable. The Japanese 

know the United States has a U.S. $2.6 tril
lion economy and spends five percent of its 
GNP on military strength. So long as Wash
ington springs no strategic shocks and pre
serves Japan's freedom to produce and 
trade, Tokyo will want the United States 
active in the West Pacific. Probably Japan 
will, in due course, increase the forces dedi
cated to defense of the home islands and 
home waters. Any augmentation of its naval 
and air effort automatically frees U.S. 
forces for more flexible deployments in 
other Pacific regions or even into the Indian 
Ocean. 

Most Japanese fully appreciate the bene
fits brought by a benevolent U.S. military 
occupation after World War II and many 
years of voluntary cooperation under the 
protective umbrella of the U.S.-Japan 
Mutual Defense Treaty. As in the case of 
West Germany in Europe, the Alliance of 
Japan with the United States in the Pacific 
is a pivotal geopolitical fact of late twenti
eth-century life. It is crucial to build on this 
relationship and for Tokyo and Washington 
to strengthen the Pacific Community as a 
whole. 

If Japan is inevitably the indispensable 
northern bastion of the West Pacific chain 
of states anchored at the southern end by 
Australia and New Zealand, the Korean pe
ninsula remains-as the Japanese have 
always said-a strategic dagger pointed at 
the heart of Japan. The security and stabili
ty of the Republic of Korea, which has oc
cupied the southern half of the peninsula 
since it was divided in 1945, are permanently 
interlinked with the viability of Japan as an 
ally of the United States. 

South Korea is at a delicate point now in 
an effort to achieve a new level of political 
stability under its capable new President 
Chun Doo Hwan, an army officer until his 
election. As President his highest priority is 
to see that no opportunity is provided for 
the 700,000-man military force of Soviet
armed North Korean Communists to con
quer the South, as their Oriental Stalinist 
style leader, Kim Il-song, has threatened to 
do for several decades. The 600,000-man 
South Korean army is a counter to this 
threat so long as it is backed up by U.S. 
military strength, particularly in the air and 
at sea. South Korea is also, in its own right, 
one of the major strategic military elements 
in the Pacific cluster of countries and a val
uable supplement to the American military 
presence in the area. 

President Chun states clearly and force
fully that he must achieve security, political 
stability, economic growth, and social jus
tice, in that order. He fully understands 
that the American alliance is essential to his 
first prerequisite, security. His visit to 
Washington in February 1981 as the first 
foreign chief of state to confer with Presi
dent Reagan consolidated U.S.-Korean ties 
and gave a critical boost to the emerging 
trend of the whole Pacific Community 
toward closer cooperation with the United 
States. Keeping peace and stability in the 
Korean peninsula is a paramount strategic 
necessity not only for Seoul but also for 
Washington and Tokyo. Cooperation and 
consultation within the whole Pacific Com
munity context will help immeasurably in 
the process. 

The biggest cloud on the Pacific horizon 
may be the recently renewed clamor from 
Peking about the right of the PRC to exer
cise political control over the free Chinese 
society on Taiwan, using military force if 
necessary. For 30 years the Chinese Com
munists have claimed this right in principle, 

although they have failed in every effort to 
conquer Taiwan and, in fact, have never 
controlled the island. 

The Chinese authorities in Taipei, the 
constitutional legatees of the Republic of 
China established in 1911, have governed 
Taiwan since 1949 and stoutly resist efforts 
to incorporate the island and its population 
in the PRC. Taiwan maintains a half-mil
lion well-trained men under arms and hews 
to the American alliance under which it has 
survived and prospered. With U.S. economic 
aid, ended by mutual agreement in the mid-
1960s, Taiwan rapidly absorbed American 
technology, reached the take-off stage in
dustrially, and by 1980 brought per capita 
income for its people to a level of over U.S. 
$2,700, as compared with U.S. $281 for the 
PRC. 

The economy of Taiwan is the irrefutable 
demonstration, along with Singapore and 
Hong Kong, that Chinese societies can forge 
ahead rapidly in economic development. 
The fact that it is a free enterprise system is 
a constant reproach to the PRC, where 
standards of living have not lifted much if 
any above levels of 25 years ago. 

Because of the threat from the mainland, 
the Republic of China on Taiwan remains 
under a comparatively restricted kind of 
martial law, and it has an indirect method 
of elections at the presidential level. Never
theless it has held direct popular elections 
for most of the governing institutions that 
mainly touch people's lives-the local coun
cils and the Taiwan provincial legislature. It 
is an open society with an emerging democ
racy as well as a miracle economy. 

A competent and popular President, 
Chiang Ching-kuo, the 70-year-old son of 
the late Chiang Kai-shek, is steering his 
robust Chinese state of 18 million citizens 
firmly in the direction of steadfast alliance 
with the United States and participation in 
the international trading system of the 
West Pacific and the free world. 

On behalf of the Republic of China, Presi
dent Chiang has made clear that unification 
with the mainland can come only when 
freer economic and politicial processes than 
now exist come into being in the PRC. He 
has welcomed continuing security guaran
tees from the United States provided in the 
Taiwan Relations Act of 1979 and always 
says that, in case of any war in the Pacific, 
Taiwan bases and facilities are available to 
U.S. forces. 

Unless the PRC takes the unlikely and 
foolhardy step of attempting the military 
conquest of Taiwan, the Rel}Ublic of China 
will go on providing the third point of the 
Northwest Pacific triangle, protecting Japan 
and the sealanes leading from Korea and 
Japan to the South China Sea. Thus it is 
certain to be a central component in the 
emerging Pacific Community of trading and 
seagoing nations. 

Taiwan also provides the geographical and 
strategic link with the Philippines, the 
northernmost of the ASEAN states, thus 
welding together the Northwest Pacific tri
angle with the ASEAN central arch. The 
Philippines is the main base for U.S. naval 
and air power in the West Pacific. It is the 
oldest outpost of American influence in East 
Asia. With the Philippines, only about 200 
miles to the south, Taiwan holds a position 
of great strength at the middle of the stra
tegic belt of states constituted by the Pacif
ic Ten. 

If the favorable trends in the emerging 
Pacific Community persist and grow, the 
balance of power will shift in a direction ad
vantageous to the United States. This re-
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quires that the PRC be deterred from at
tacking Taiwan, that North Korea be de
terred from attacking the Republic of 
Korea, and that the ASEAN states sub
merge their differences to work with the 
United States in patching together a peace
ful and stable compromise in Kampuchea. 
The chances are fair to good. Extraordinari
ly efficient and farsighted leaders in East 
Asia-men like Chiang Ching-kuo of the Re
public of China, Chun Doo Hwan of the Re
public of Korea, and Lee Kuan-yew of the 
Republic of Singapore-are thinking along 
these lines. If their luck holds and they con
tinue to cooperate with one another, the Pa
cific Ten can turn East Asia into a zone of 
stability, beckoning to the Communist Five 
to turn gradually toward the open societies. 
It is good news and something to work 
toward for President Reagan for the Ameri
can people, and for all our allies in the free 
world.e 

HADASSAH-70 YEARS OF 
SERVICE 

e Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
rise today as one among many col
leagues to pay tribute to Hadassah, 
the Women's Zionist Organization of 
America. This year Hadassah is cele
brating 70 years of service, and it is fit
ting that time has been set aside today 
for the Nation to pause in recognition 
of the many splendid contributions 
which this organization has made 
through the years. 

Hadassah is, as we all know, preemi
nently a humanitarian service organi
zation. In fact it is our Nation's largest 
women's volunteer group, with a mem
bership in excess of 370,000 women. 
Hadassah founded and continues to 
operate the Hadassah-Hebrew Univer
sity Medical Center in Jerusalem, and 
this center has played a mighty role, 
not only in alleviating human suffer
ing, but in cementing the ties of 
friendship which bind the United 
States of America and Israel. 

Governments can debate the great 
issues of peace and war, budgets and 
finance, energy and commerce. But 
when all is said and done, the well
being of the people is always the ulti
mate goal. And in furthering the well
being of the people, Hadassah has 
built a record second to none-it has 
improved our health, enhanced our 
international friendship, and brought 
closer that day when disease and igno
rance have been banished from the 
planet. It serves the purposes of hu
manity, and its ultimate accolade is 
that it has furthered those interests. 

So today we join in tribute and 
thanks, and in the hope that the years 
ahead will be as productive for Hadas
sah as have the past 70 years.e 

BUDGET DEFICITS 
e Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
of all of the problems that this coun
try faces today, none is more signifi
cant than our economic crisis. Instead 
of abandoning the old, "business-as
usual" approach to our economy, we 

have gotten mired in the political in
fighting that looks for scapegoats in
stead of solutions. Too often, a small 
group with a vested interest can suc
ceed in blocking the most worthwhile 
project by virtue of a power complete
ly out of proportion to their numbers. 

The 35th Legislature of the State of 
Arizona recently passed a memorial re
lating to the cause and effect of 
budget deficits and a proposal to help 
reduce the national debt. The propos
als contained in this memorial would 
certainly go a long way toward easing 
the budget problems we face today 
and, the best part is, they are based on 
good, old-fashioned commonsense. 

Mr. President, I ask that this memo
rial be printed in the RECORD. 

The memorial follows: 
HOUSE CONCURRENT MEMORIAL 2004 

Whereas, continued deficit spending bor
rows against an uncertain future; and 

Whereas, there have been destructive 
fiscal policies and precedents concerning 
deficit spending instituted by prior adminis
trations and congresses; and 

Whereas, these practices have created a 
deceptive and artificial dependence on big 
government which is difficult to curb or re
verse; and 

Whereas, unbalanced budgets have consti
tuted a staggering form of economic oppres
sion in the past and will diminish the poten
tial for restoring a healthy economy in the 
future if continued; and 

Whereas, past unbalanced budgets have 
created an enormous national debt which 
has become the responsibility of the current 
administration to service; and 

Whereas, the servicing of an enormous na
tional debt requires the federal government 
to enter the financial marketplace and com
pete for money with the private sector, both 
corporate and individual; and 

Whereas, this excessive competition by 
the federal government has resulted in ex
orbitant interest rates; and 

Whereas, the United States' economy 
cannot continue with such rates if it is to 
regain its financial vitality; and 

Whereas, the interest rates will not return 
to affordable levels until the federal govern
ment returns control of the financial mar
ketplace to the private sector, to which it 
rightfully belongs; and 

Whereas, the federal government will not 
be able to withdraw from its influence of 
the financial market as long as it must serv
ice its enormous debt, which now exceeds 
one trillion dollars; and 

Whereas, neither a large national debt nor 
continued deficit spending must be accepted 
as necessary evils, but instead must be iden
tified as harmful burdens which plague the 
economy; and 

Whereas, the national debt will exceed 
two tiillion dollars within ten years if steps 
are not taken to reverse its current growth 
trend; and 

Whereas, this growth trend foreshadows a 
greater dominance by the federal govern
ment in the financial marketplace as compe
tition is intensified with the private sector 
for available capital funds; and 

Whereas, this rivalry for dollars will con
tinue to drive current interest rates even 
higher; and 

Whereas, the acquisition cost of the assets 
owned by the United States currently ex
ceeds the one trillion dollar debt; and 

Whereas, many federal properties have 
appreciated significantly since they were ac
quired, so that the true value of the tangi
ble assets of the United States may be sub
stantially more than one trillion dollars; 
and 

Whereas, the federal government has no 
idea what its assets are currently worth; and 

Whereas, the federal government current
ly has surplus property with an acquisition 
cost of one billion, three hundred twenty
three million, three hundred eighty-seven 
thousand dollars and may have property 
worth many times this amount that is not 
needed by the federal government, but has 
not been declared surplus; and 

Whereas, most properties declared to be 
surplus to the needs of the federal govern
ment, of which many are quite valuable, 
have been given away; and 

Whereas, the proceeds from those few fed
eral properties sold at market value have 
been used, not to restrain or reduce the na
tional debt, but to acquire more government 
property; and 

Whereas, federal assets are t he property 
of the American people, but they have not 
heretofore been managed to the maximum 
benefit of the people; and 

Whereas, without an up-to-date inventory 
of federal assets, there is no way to distin
guish between those which are needed and 
those which are not; without knowledge of 
the approximate market value of such 
assets, there is no way t o set priorities for 
liquidation; and without improved proce
dures the government may be unable to liq
uidate unneeded assets at their market 
value; and 

Whereas, many federal properties could 
be liquidated without damage to the public 
welfare, and often without changing the 
present public use of such properties; and 

Whereas, the federal government can con
tinue to increase the national debt only at 
the risk of serious damage to the economy 
of the United States and other national 
economies throughout the world; and 

Whereas, the liquidation of carefully se
lected federal properties could contribute to 
restraining and ultimately reducing the na
tional debt of the United States. 

Wherefore your memorialist, the House of 
Representatives of the State of Arizona, the 
Senate concurring, prays: 

1. That the President and the Congress of 
the United States bring the nation's budget 
into balance. 

2. That the government of the United 
States manage its assets in a manner more 
prudent and beneficial to the interests of 
the American people. 

3. That the President immediately direct 
the heads of all Executive Branch agencies 
to inventory their assets <except for nation
al parks, monuments, historic sites and 
other holdings for which an inventory 
would serve no purpose), to estimate t he ap
proximate value of each asset, and to identi
fy the uses to which each asset is put. 

4. That the President identify which 
assets are surplus to federal needs and 
should be candidates for liquidation. 

5. That the President submit recommen
dations to the Congress of the United States 
on any legislative and administrat ive revi
sions that may be needed to carry out such 
a program of liquidation in an orderly 
manner. 

6. That the receipts of this program be 
used only to restrain and ultimately reduce 
the national debt of the United States. 

7. That the Comptroller General investi
gate and recommend to the United States 
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Congress and each agency improved process
es for managing federal assets, est imating 
their value, and liquidat ing t hose which are 
unneeded. 

8. That if action is not taken on the pre
ceding recommendations and if the Presi
dent and Congress of the United States fail 
to unite and correct the financial disaster 
confronting our nation, the states seriously 
consider the option of calling a Constitu
tional Convention to take necessary correc
tive action. 

9. That the Secretary of State of the State 
of Arizona transmit copies of this Memorial 
to the President of the United States, the 
President of the Senate of the United 
States, the Speaker of the House of Repre
sentatives of the United States, the Mem
bers of the Congress of the United States 
and both the President of the Senate and 
the Speaker of the House of Representa
tives of each state legislature.• 

SOCIAL SECURITY 
e Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, in recent 
months, I have had literally hundreds 
of conversations with senior citizens 
throughout Delaware. On March 15, a 
number of leaders from the senior citi
zen community testified before a field 
hearing of the Senate Budget Commit
tee. In each instance the message has 
been clear: "We are ready and willing 
to pitch in and help America get its 
economic house back in order. We 
want to do our part. But please, do not 
ask us to do more than is our fair 
share. We are not willing to have the 
budget balanced upon our backs." 

Well, Mr. President, neither am I. 
That is why I did not support the 
Senate Budget Committee's original 
recommendation of $40 billion in un
specified social security cuts over the 
next 3 years; and am pleased that the 
provision has been removed from the 
proposed resolution now before us. 

When Franklin Roosevelt signed the 
Social Security Act of 1935 he said: 

The Social Security Act was designed to 
provide the average worker with some assur
ance that . . . when his working days are 
over, he will have enough money to live de
cently . . . the Federal government will pay 
a definite amount of money as a retirement 
pension. 

Mr. President, I would submit that 
social security represents a contract 
between the American people and the 
Government. I would also submit, Mr. 
President, that a proposal to make 
something on the order of $1,111 in 
unspecified cuts in the benefits re
ceived by each recipient over the next 
3 years breaks that contract and helps 
shatter what little confidence the 
American people have left in their 
Government. 

Nearly everyone agrees that changes 
will have to be made in the social secu
rity system within the next couple of 
years. The demographics of the 
Nation have changed and, without re
neging on our contract with those re
ceiving benefits, the social security 
system must change accordingly. 

But Mr. President, we must not 
allow social security to become a pawn 
in the political fight over balancing 
the Federal budget. Any action taken 
that changes the social security pro
gram must have but one goal: That of 
insuring the short- and long-term via
bility of the system so that the Ameri
can people may be assured of receiving 
the benefits they have worked so hard 
to earn. 

As we all know, a bipartisan commis
sion is now meeting to discuss the vari
ous ways in which social security can 
be saved. The President, the Speaker 
of the House, and the majority leader 
of the Senate have all agreed to await 
the Commission's findings before 
making any moves to substantively 
alter the social security program. We 
have no way of knowing what the 
Commission's recommendation will 
entail. We should, however, wait until 
the report has been filed and not at
tempt to make the Commission's deci
sions for it by mandating any specific 
amount of savings. 

Let us not take a blind leap into this 
thicket. The manner in which we 
reform social security may well be the 
yardstick by which the 97th Congress 
will be judged. It demands a careful 
and measured approach. We must 
insure that we are not deluded, as we 
were 5 years ago into thinking that 
social security's problems have been 
solved for 50 years. 

Mr. President, it was prudent to 
have removed the proposed $40 billion 
in unspecified social security cuts. I 
anxiously await the Commission's 
report, and hope we will get right on 
with the job of saving social security 
while keeping the contract we have 
made with the American people. 

JOSEPH J. O'BRIEN 
e Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. President, 
today I want to publicly congratulate 
Mr. Joseph J. O'Brien, president of 
lTD Industries, Inc. of St. Petersburg, 
Fla., for being selected the Florida 
Small Business Person of the Year by 
the U.S. Small Business Administra
tion. 

Twelve years ago, Mr. O'Brien real
ized that controlling energy costs 
would become increasingly important 
in the 1980's and beyond. He decided 
that the market for Sun control film 
looked very promising and he went 
after it. Sun control film is a material 
applied to a building's windows in 
order to cut down on Sun glare and 
reduce the heating of the building in
terior from direct sunlight. 

Mr. O'Brien started out having out
side firms manufacture his own Sun 
control film, called SunGard. Today, 
Mr. O'Brien's own manufacturing 
firm, lTD Industries, Inc. produces 
SunGard in a 40,000 square foot facili
ty in St. Petersburg, Fla. lTD has pat
ented its own dry-bonding adhesive 

process which dramatically improves 
solar control film's marketability in 
the do-it-your-self market. 

lTD Industries, Inc., now employs 82 
people in the St. Petersburg area and 
will likely employ 40 to 50 more before 
it finishes expanding into other parts 
of south Florida and California. The 
company has also become one of the 7 
largest manufacturers of solar film in 
the world and markets its products 
throughout the United States and in 
18 foreign countries. lTD Industries 
has represented the United States at a 
U.S. Trade Exhibition on Energy Con
servation products in Milan, Italy, at 
the request of the U.S. Department of 
Commerce. 

Mr. O'Brien's success reinforces my 
belief that the small business commu
nity will continue to make substantial 
contribution to the economic health of 
this Nation. Continued technological 
innovation from lTD and companies 
like it promise to sustain this coun
try's reputation for being able to get 
the job done. I am pleased to see Mr. 
Joseph O'Brien and lTD Industries 
continuing that tradition. In light of 
Mr. O'Brien's impressive achieve
ments, it is clear that his selection as 
Florida Small Business Person of the 
Year is a well-deserved honor. 

THE MARY McLEOD BETHUNE 
COUNCIL HOUSE 

• Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I am 
very happy to cosponsor S. 2436, a bill 
that would designate the Mary 
McLeod Bethune Council House here 
in Washington, D.C. as a national his
toric site. 

Mrs. Bethune lived a life full of 
achievement and determination. She 
was born in Mayesville, S.C., in 1875. 
She attended Scotia Seminary in 
North Carolina and the Moody Bible 
Institute in Chicago. When the Pres
byterian Board of Missions refused 
her application to become a mission
ary, she decided to devote her efforts 
to the education of blacks. In 1904 she 
established the Daytona Normal and 
Industrial Institute for Negro Girls. 
Later the school merged with the 
Cookman Institute and became known 
as Bethune-Cookman College. That in
stitution is one of the most celebrated 
and historic in my State and all Flo
ridians are proud of the heritage that 
is Bethune-Cookman's. Mrs. Bethune 
was not only a great educator, she was 
an inspirational political figure. She 
served as an adviser to President Roo
sevelt through three administrations. 
She helped President Roosevelt orga
nize the National Youth Administra
tion and was Director of the Division 
of Negro Affairs between 1936 and 
1944. In 1935 she received the Sprin
garn Award for her great service to 
America. 
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In 1955, we lost this great champion 

of education and civil rights. Her 
words are eloquent and in her often 
quoted legacy, she said, "I leave you a 
thirst for education. Knowledge is the 
prime need of the hour." 

The creation of the Mary McLeod 
Bethune Council House will serve as a 
constant memory of her contributions 
to America. 

Mr. President, I ask that a copy of 
the bill be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill follows: 
s. 2436 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, -

CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS AND PURPOSE 
SECTION 1. (a) FINDINGS--The Congress 

finds and declares that-
( 1 > the Mary McLeod Bethune Council 

House was the residence in Washington, 
District of Columbia, of Mary McLeod Be
thune, renowned educator, national political 
leader, and founder of the National Council 
of Negro Women; 

(2) it was at this location that Mary 
McLeod Bethune directed activities that 
brought her national and international rec
ognition; 

(3) this site was significant as a center for 
the development of strategies and programs 
which advanced the interests of black 
women and the black community; 

< 4> it was at this location that Mary 
McLeod Bethune as the president of the Na
tional Council of Negro Women received 
heads of state, government officials, and 
leaders from across the world; 

(5) the Mary McLeod Bethune Council 
House was the first national headquarters 
of the National Council of Negro Women, 
and is the site of the Mary McLeod Bethune 
Memorial Museum and the National Ar
chives for Black Women's History; 

<6> the archives, which houses the largest 
extant manuscript collection of materials 
pertaining to black women and their organi
zations, contains extensive correspondence, 
photographs, and memorabilia relating to 
Mary McLeod Bethune; and 

(7) the museum and archives actively col
lect artifacts, clothing, artwork, and other 
materials which document the history of 
black women and the black community. 

(b) PURPOSE.-It is the purpose of this 
Act-

O> to assure the preservation, mainte
nance, and interpretation of this house and 
site because of the historic meaning and 
prominence of the life and achievements of 
Mary McLeod Bethune, an outstanding 
leader in the areas of housing, employment, 
civil rights, and women's rights; and 

(2) to assure the continuation of the Mary 
McLeod Bethune Memorial Museum and 
the Nation Archives for Black Women's His
tory at this site, the preservation of which is 
necessary for the continued interpretation 
of the history of black women in America. 

ESTABLISHMENT OF HISTORIC SITE 
SEc_ 2. In order to further the purpose of 

this Act and the Act of August 21, 1935 06 
U.S.C. 461-7), the Mary McLeod Bethune 
Council House at 1318 Vermont Avenue 
Northwest, in the city of Washington, Dis
trict of Columbia, is hereby designated as a 
national historic site (hereinafter in this 
Act referred to as the "historic site"). 

COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT 
SEc. 3. In furtherance of the purposes of 

this Act and the Act of August 21, 1935 06 

U.S.C. 461-7), the Secretary of the Interior 
is authorized and directed to enter into co
operative agreements with the National 
Council of Negro Women. Such agreements 
may include provisions by which the Secre
tary will provide assistance to mark, inter
pret, restore, and maintain the historic site 
and provide technical and financial assist
ance to the National Council of Negro 
Women for the preservation and interpreta
tion of any properties referred to in section 
l<a). Such agreement may also contain pro
visions that-

< 1) the Secretary of the Interior, acting 
through the National Park Service, shall 
have right of access at all reasonable times 
to all public portions of the property cov
ered by such agreement for the purpose of 
conducting visitors through such properties 
and interpreting them to the public; and 

(2) no changes or alterations shall be 
made in such properties except by mutual 
agreement between the Secretary and the 
other parties to such agreements. 
No limitation or control of any kind over 
the use of such properties customarily used 
for the purposes of the National Council of 
Negro Women shall be imposed by any such 
agreement. 

ANNUAL REPORT 
SEc. 4. The National Council of Negro 

Women shall, as a condition of the receipt 
of any assistance under this Act, provide to 
the Secretary of the Interior and to the 
Congress of the United States an annual 
report documenting the activities and ex
penditures for which any such assistance 
was used during the preceding fiscal year.e 

SOCIAL SECURITY SYSTEM IS IN 
.TROUBLE 

• Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, two edito
rials on social security appeared in 
major newspapers today underscoring 
the seriousness of the social security 
financing crisis. "Social Security in 
1982, 1984, and 2020," an editorial in 
the New York Times, and "The Social 
Security Problems: We've Got Compa
ny," in the Wall Street Journal, 
present clear statements of the finan
cial and political dangers of Congress 
failing to deal with the social security 
deficit, both the short-term deficit and 
the long-term deficit-the one of im
portance to young taxpayers support
ing the system. Both editorials point 
to the viability of reducing the rate of 
growth of social security benefits as a 
solution to the long-term social securi
ty financing problem. 

Mr. President, I ask to have the two 
editorials printed in the RECORD. 

The editorials follow: 
[From the New York Times, May 20, 1982] 

SOCIAL SECURITY IN 1982, 1984, AND 2020 
Before the hot potato of Social Security is 

put back in the political cooler, it would be 
well to remember, that this recurrent 
"crisis" routinely evokes a confusion of 
three different problems. President Rea
gan's experts are worried because Social Se
curity payments may drive the Federal 
budget deeper into deficit. Social Security 
administrators fret that they may not have 
enough cash to pay next year's bills_ And 
social planners are uneasy because a few 
decades from now there won't be enough 
income to pay the benefits of people just 
now starting to work. 

The first anxiety is not about Social Secu
rity at alL The second could be quickly dis
solved at small cost to pensioners_ But the 
long-term problem could become intractable 
unless the system is soon reformed. 

The Federal deficit in 1983 may exceed 
$175 billion_ And since Social Security is a 
rapidly growing component of the budget, 
some fiscal conservatives urge a reduction in 
benefits. 

This is indeed a good time to reconsider 
the dimensions of government support for 
the elderly and disabled- but not because 
the 1983 budget is colored red. Social Secu
rity is much less the cause of big deficits 
than large income tax cuts or defense ex
penditures. the immediate difficulty with 
Social Security comes from a different defi
cit, the one faced by the system's own trust 
funds_ 

Under current law, Social Security bene
fits are paid from the collections of a sepa
rate payroll tax. It has been known for some 
t ime that this collection would lag behind 
benefit payments in the early 1980's. But ac
tuaries thought the system might squeak 
by, living off reserves until a corner was 
turned in 1985-86. 

High unemployment has now reduced the 
estimates of near-term revenues and in
creased the demands for early retirement. 
The best guess is that the trust funds will 
run out of cash in 1984. 

What could be done? Benefits might be 
cut by a few percent across the board. Cost
of-living raises might be deferred or re
duced. Extra money might be taken from 
other parts of the Federal budget. 

It would be fairest, we think, to save more 
selectively: by taxing the benefits of more 
affluent pensioners or raising more revenue 
by requiring Federal employees to join the 
system_ But however the gap is closed, this 
modest problem can be overcome without 
hurting anyone very much. 

The more worrisome crisis is still decades 
away. The system's need for cash will grow 
rapidly over the next quarter-century, but it 
will presumably be satisfied with current 
payroll taxes from the large work force that 
is forming as the baby-boom generation con
tinues to mature. By about 2020, however, 
there may be trouble. 

Then the babies of the 1950's will begin 
retiring without having produced a compa
rably large generation of younger workers 
to pay their pension bill. Unless something 
is done soon, the choices then will be 
dismal: raise payroll taxes sharply or deny 
promised benefits to the most heavily taxed 
generation in Social Security's history. 

To avoid that choice, taxes could be raised 
now, making this generation of workers pro
vide not onJy for its parents but also in part 
for itself. Less painfully, the retirement age 
could be gradually raised, from 65 to 68. 
Earlier retirement would still be available, 
at reduced benefit rates. But for most 
people, the change would be a realistic ad
justment to longer lifespans and improved 
health. 

Politicans who in 1982 cannot face even 
the tinkering that the 1984 shortage re
quires will simply flee from the 2020 prob
lem. But it would be wise, just once, to 
tackle a critical issue before it explodes_ For 
Americans under 40, Social Securtiy is a po
litical and economic bomb with a long fuse_ 
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[From the Wall Street Journal, May 20, 

1982] 
THE SOCIAL SECURITY PROBLEM: WE' VE GOT 

COMPANY 

<By A. Lawrence Chickering and Jean
Jacques Rosa) 

Social Security obviously represents an 
enormous problem for politicians concerned 
about controlling the federal budget. Just 
this week, for instance, the Senate's Repub
licans decided to put their $40 billion sav
ings proposal for Social Security on the 
back burner until after the fall elections. 

However vexing the current problem may . 
be-the program accounts for about one
quarter of all federal spending-it is worth 
remembering that Social Security will grad
uate from a mere problem into a full-blown 
crisis after the turn of the century, when 
the post-war baby boom generation reaches 
retirement age. Between now and about the 
year 2030 the number of workers paying to 
support each pensioner is expected to drop 
from 3.2 to 2.0. Unless benefits are reduced, 
Social Security payroll taxes may have to 
double to pay for currently legislated bene
fits at that time. 

The current value of this unfunded im
plicit debt amounts to more than $1 trillion, 
or roughly the size of the current national 
debt. Depressing as those figures look for 
the U.S. system, a recent comprehensive 
study of social security systeiDS in eight in
dustrial countries ("The World Crisis in 
Social Security," edited by Jean-Jacques 
Rosa, 1982) shows that the future funding 
of social security benefits is growing into a 
serious world-wide problem. 

The experience of these countries reveals 
the enormous difficulties governments have 
making and sustaining sensible public policy 
in areas in which the time horizon of a pro
gram greatly exceeds the time frame of 
most politicians. Policy choices made about 
social security in 1982 have consequences 
well beyond the turn of the century, but the 
temptation everywhere is to vote for current 
benefits that will have to be paid for by 
future generations of taxpayers. 

The long-term funding crisis in social se
curity arises because the aging of the popu
lation is reducing the number of workers 
paying taxes to support pensioners in pay
as-you-go systeiDS. The number will contin
ue to decrease until about 2025 or 2030, 
when the strains on public retirement sys
teiDS will reach their peak. 

The future ratio of two U.S. workers 
paying taxes to support each future pen
sioner seeiDS low, but the current ratio in 
Italy is 1.4! West Germany, which today has 
2.19 workers paying for each pensioner, in 
2030 will have one worker 0.12 actually) 
paying for each pensioner. 

These numbers imply large payroll tax in
creases, some in excess of 30%, in countries 
such as Italy, Sweden, West Germany, 
France and possibly Britain. The disincen
tive effects of such tax increases can only be 
imagined. 

All these projections depend, of course, on 
estimates of future birth rates, life expec
tancies, and economic growth. Higher birth 
rates or economic growth would obviously 
improve the prograiDS outlook. On the 
other hand, these are median estimates, and 
it is also possible they could prove too opti
mistic. 

What is the answer? For those tempted to 
press for the accumulation of a genuine cap
ital fund to pay for benefits, the evidence is 
not encouraging. First of all, building a cap
ital fund in the face of an already-matured 
pay-as-you-go system is politically impossi-

ble, because it requires a long period of 
double contributions to the system-one to 
discharge obligations to people covered by 
the old system, and the other to accumulate 
the fund. 

Even if such accumulations were possible, 
the case of Japan-which has the only cap
ital funded program in the study-is not en
couraging. Though funded systems, proper
ly managed, should be immune to demo
graphic changes, Japan shows the same sys
temic problem of trading present benefits 
for future costs that afflict pay-as-you-go 
systeiDS. 

Japan could maintain its current 10% tax 
rate and ride out its severe demographic 
changes if it paid a market rate of return on 
its capital fund. But it doesn't. Like politi
cians elsewhere, Japan's politicians tax the 
future to benefit the present. They invest 
the system's fund in public capital infra
structure-highways, airports, and so 
forth-which pays interest rates below 
those paid in the private market. 

This investment policy is yielding negative 
real interest rates, so Japan's capital fund is 
being squandered. Unless the practice is 
changed, the Japanese will be forced in
creasingly into pay-as-you-go financing. 

What is left? Tax increases will retard eco
nomic growth and aggravate the future 
funding problem. Italy and Sweden, where 
huge "underground" economies have grown 
up to avoid taxation, reveal the probleiDS as
sociated with high tax rates. That leaves 
one option: Reduce benefits. Either tighten 
the indexation formula and allow inflation 
to erode real benefits, or increase the retire
ment age-maintaining benefit levels but 
for a shorter retirement period. 

Either way, the "future" funding problem 
is not only a future problem. The sooner re
foriDS are put in place, the less the pain 
that must be borne to solve the problem. 
Still, one question remains about all this: 
Why have taxpayers accepted rising social 
security taxes without more fuss? The 
reason probably can be found in the myth 
that social security is insurance, creating in
violable rights to future benefits. Taxpayers 
think they will internalize all benefits, so 
they regard social security payroll taxes as 
equivalent to money in the bank. Their only 
objection can be that they are being forced 
to "save" too much. Thus, social security 
taxes go up and up without encountering 
the resistance so evident to tax increases of 
every other kind. 

But politicians inclined to see social secu
rity as a problem with political conse
quences only as far ahead as the next elec
tion would do well to consider that people 
routinely factor future considerations into 
present behavior. And increasing numbers 
of younger voters are beginning to under
stand the social security mess and the sys
tem's "future problem." They're beginning 
to understand that the future is now.e 

HONORING THE 70TH 
ANNIVERSARY OF HADASSAH 

e Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, 
today we celebrate the 70th anniversa
ry of Hadassah, the Women's Zionist 
Organization of America <WZOA) 
founded on February 24, 1912 by Hen
rietta Szold. Hadassah has become the 
largest women's volunteer organiza
tion in America, with over 370,000 
active members, and has been the cor
nerstone of international humanitari
an service. 

Henrietta Szold dedicated her life to 
the education of people less fortunate 
than herself. In the late 19th century, 
young Henrietta established night 
classes to help refugees who were flee
ing from the Czarist Russian oppres
sion to assimilate more easily into 
American society. Her ideal of night 
school served as a model to other cities 
across America. Mayor Fiorello La 
Guardia told her years later, 

If it had not been for the work you did 
years ago, I might not be here now, and I 
am deeply grateful. 

Beginning in 1933, at age 73, Henri
etta orchestrated the daring rescue 
and rehabilitation of thousands of in
nocent young children escaping Nazi 
cruelties. She welcomed them to 
Haifa, Israel, found them homes, and 
helped them start their lives over 
again. A deed such as this illustrates 
the type of person Henrietta was, and 
the spirit on which Hadassah has been 
based for 70 years. 

A person of high principles and un
swerving determination, she created 
Hadassah to provide aid and comfort 
to people who otherwise would have 
been left helpless. For 70 years, Hadas
sah has steadfastly adhered to Henri
etta's doctrine of generosity and dedi
cation. 

The volunteers of the Women's Zi
onist Organization of America have 
provided exemplary service to count
less people in the past seven decades 
by contributing to their health and 
education, both directly and through 
the training of medical personnel, Ha
dassah established and maintains the 
Hadassah-Hebrew University Medical 
Center in Jerusalem, Israel, which is 
available to all peoples, regardless of 
religion, race, or nationality. The tre
mendous Hadassah medical complex, 
which every year cares for over 41,000 
inpatients, and half a million outpa
tients is founded on the oath of the 
Hebrew Physician: "* * * You shall 
help the sick, base or honorable, 
stranger or alien or citizen, because he 
is sick." 

Women's groups and charitable or
ganizations across the country have 
applauded the achievements of Hadas
sah and have heralded them as rays of 
hope emanating from a beacon of 
charity, which has bettered the lives 
of so many helpless. 

Charitable organizations have used 
the methods Hadassah has established 
as examples in their own efforts, and 
see Hadassah as the ideal volunteer or
ganization. 

The Women's Zionist Organizations 
of America is regarded as a leader of 
women's movements, not only by 
Jewish women's groups, but also by all 
women's groups across the country. 
Because of Hadassah's determination 
and unsurpassed efforts in the field of 
voluntary service work, these women 
who have endured self-sacrifice and 
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hardship have blazed a new way for 
women's organizations. They were, 
and are today, pioneers in the field. 
There is no other organization which 
is organized, administered and staffed 
wholly by women that compares to 
the achievements in service work of 
Hadassah. 

The Women's Zionist organization of 
America has come forth since 1912 to 
offer a comforting hand to the unedu
cated, sick and poor. They have asked 
for nothing in return, but graciously 
accept offers of assistance to ensure 
the organization's ability to continue 
to help those people who seek Hadas
sah in time of need. 

At a time when private organizations 
are called upon to meet more and 
more needs of the people, Hadassah 
has been a shining example of undy
ing voluntarism and international 
brotherhood for the past 70 years. 

Mr. President, Hadassah represents 
to me the kind of organization which 
we should see throughout America. It 
offers help to those in need, it dis
criminates against no one, and is an 
organization which every American re
gardless of race or religion should be 
proud of. 

I salute the members of Hadassah 
and thank them for everything they 
have done to help people in my State, 
and to help people all over the world. I 
say to the members of Hadassah, 
"Shalom."e 

THE BINARY WEAPONS 
PROGRAM 

e Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, as 
one who has long opposed the produc
tion of binary chemical weapons and, 
indeed, the production or stockpiling 
of any lethal chemical weapons, I 
found myself in a most difficult situa
tion a few nights ago in attempting to 
place meaningful limitations on the 
size and scope of the binary weapons 
program. Other facets of this program 
will be dealt with at the appropriate 
time. We were, of course, offering such 
legislation in the aftermath of narrow 
defeat of the amendment offered by 
Senator HART, which I cosponsored 
and strongly supported. My purpose in 
offering an amendment is clear: If we 
cannot stop this ill-considered move, 
let us at least ascertain that there will 
be a cap on the size of the arsenal and 
that we will not produce for NATO 
until and unless one of its members 
certifies that they desire forward de
ployment. Without a doubt, many 
Members of the Senate who felt that 
binaries must be produced because of 
uncertainties regarding the current 
stockpile do- not feel that we should 
signal to the world that we are in an 
escalation process or that large stock
piles of chemical weapons are militari
ly desirable. For these reasons, the 
Senate agreed by a margin of 92 to 0 
that the important and meaningful 

conditions embodied in the amend
ment should be accepted. I would like 
to spell out in detail the provisions of 
the amendment so that there is no 
question in anyone's mind regarding 
the intent of the Senate. I would, fi
nally, like to say that if there is any 
indication that the Department of De
fense does not comply with these pro
visions, I will act to insure that there 
will be no funding of the program 
until they demonstrate total compli
ance. 

It is the intent of the Senate to 
allow modernization of the arsenal of 
lethal chemical artillery shells by pro
duction of !55-millimeter binary shells 
under the proviso that the total 
number of serviceable lethal chemical 
artillery shells not be permitted to 
exceed the current serviceable number 
which, in the view of the Senate, is 
adequate for the requirements of U.S. 
forces. 

As specified in this amendment, for 
each !55-millimeter binary artillery 
shell produced, a serviceable unitary 
artillery shell from the existing arse
nal shall be rendered permanently 
useless for military purposes. The 
word "serviceable" as used here, of 
course, means currently serviceable, in 
accord with the intent of the Senate 
that the currently serviceable stock
pile of lethal chemical artillery shells 
shall not increase. This means that 
the existing unserviceable lethal 
chemical artillery shells are not to be 
renovated and are to be demilitarized 
when practicable. 

Serviceable unitary artillery shells in 
the existing arsenal include not only 
!55-millimeter, but also 105-millime
ter, and 8-inch nerve agent and mus
tard artillery shells designated as 
"serviceable," but absolutely nothing 
else. It excludes those designated 
"unserviceable" in the Army's June 
1981 report on the chemical stockpile. 1 

The production of any component of 
a binary weapon shall constitute a 
whole weapon, for purposes of this 
amendment. 

It is further understood that the 
one-for-one destruction of serviceable 
unitary shells be accomplished concur
rently with any production of binary 
shells or their components. That is, in 
any fiscal year, the number of binary 
!55-millimeter shells produced-as di
fined above-must not exceed the 
number of serviceable unitary shells 
rendered permanently unusable for 
military purposes in the same fiscal 
year. 

It is further the intent of the 
Senate, as specified in the amendment, 
that no lethal chemical weapons of 
any kind be produced or renovated in 
total quantities exceeding the require
ments of the U.S. Forces, unless re-

• Worldwide Ammunition Report for Toxic Chem
ical Munitions and Bulk Agents <U.S. Army Arma
ment Materiel Readiness Command, June 1981. 

quested by the governments of one or 
more NATO allies; of course, the 
quantities produced and/ or renovated 
in such cases shall be no more than 
the NATO ally-or allies-agree in ad
vance of such production or renova
tion to accept for a pre-positioning on 
their territory. 

It is the expectation of the Senate 
that, pursuant to the enactment of 
this legislation, all requests to the 
Congress for production or renovation 
of lethal chemical weapons of any 
kind be accompanied by a notification 
to the Congress specifying whether 
such weapons are for United States or 
for allied forces. 

In conclusion, it is the understand
ing of the Senate that this and any 
future authorization and appropria
tion for lethal chemical weapons will 
be contingent upon full and complete 
adherence to the provisions set forth 
in this amendment as specified herein. 

THE SELLING OF SALT II: HOW 
TO JUGGLE THE STRATEGIC 
BALANCE 

• Mr. GARN. Mr. President, while 
SALT II failed to provide us with 
many of the advantages its proponents 
attributed to the agreement, it did set 
the stage for a major debate in this 
country concerning the deteriorating 
military, particularly strategic nuclear, 
position of the United States relative 
to that of the Soviet Union. The out
come of that debate was simply that 
the major shortcomings of the SALT 
II Treaty were made abundantly clear, 
and President Carter, acting upon the 
pretense of the Soviet invasion of Af
ghanistan, was forced to request the 
Senate not to take up the matter of 
treaty ratification on the floor. 

Those of us who participated in the 
debate against the treaty, as it had 
been submitted, worked hard to 
combat the misleading impressions 
often left by those who supported its 
ratification. Chief amongst the so
called SALT sellers was former Secre
tary of Defense Harold Brown. Secre
tary Brown was a highly persuasive 
and effective proponent of the SALT 
II Treaty. Indeed, in recent testimony 
before the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee, Secretary Brown again 
argued for the merits of the treaty. 

I think it is, therefore, all the more 
timely to bring to the attention of my 
colleagues a recent article by Mr. An
thony Cordesman entitled, "Measur
ing the Strategic Balance: Secretary of 
Defense Brown as an American 
Oracle." The bottom line of Mr. 
Cordesman's analysis is that Secretary 
Brown molded the Department of De
fense's annual posture statements in 
such a way as to meet the national se
curity priorities of the Carter adminis
tration. Obviously, one of the highest 
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of those priorities was to secure 
Senate ratification of SALT II. 

Mr. Cordesman identifies, and then 
analyzes in detail, six major distor
tions used by the former Secretary of 
Defense in his presentations of the 
United States-Soviet nuclear balance. 
These distortions of the analytic proc
ess were: First, the failure to define 
terms properly; second the failure to 
state assumptions; third, the manipu
lation of the method of comparison; 
fourth, the failure to define the 
method being used; fifth, the use of 
undefined shifts in the scale and meas
ures used in portraying the balance; 
and sixth, the manipulation of the sce
nario. 

The "politicalization" of defense 
data is not something that originated 
with the Carter administration. Yet 
the potential consequences of this 
process were highly disturbing for, as 
Mr. Cordesman notes, "no other Secre
tary of Defense had seriously had to 
cope with the prospect of U.S. strate
gic inferiority." What we needed was 
an unbiased assessment of the strate
gic challenge facing our Nation, with 
or without SALT II-we were not 
given such an assessment. 

The DOD annual reports "systemati
cally exaggerated the importance of 
SALT II" as Mr. Cordesman explains. 
The full nature of the Soviet threat 
was never spelled out for those of us 
who were being asked to make a judg
ment on the ratification of a major 
arms control agreement. We were told 
that SALT II would make a small, but 
useful, contribution to the cause of 
strategic nuclear arms control and 
U.S. national security. What we were 
not told is spelled out as follows by 
Mr. Cordesman: 

Even a very conservative estimate of the 
'limits' imposed by the SALT II agreement 
would have indicated, therefore, that the 
USSR had the option of raising its total 
warhead number from 5,755 to 10,273 with
out varying its force mix. Improvement of 
the force mix, however, seems to have been 
a credible risk to consider in 1979, since U.S. 
intelligence had detected five new Soviet 
ICBMs under test, development of two new 
heavy bombers, testing of a new ALCM, and 
development of two new SLBMs. Indeed, 
even these figures are modest, for the SALT 
II agreement theoretically allows the USSR 
to deploy well over 17,000 warheads if it 
should choose to go for the maximum per
mitted loading of SLBMs and bombers <em
phasis added) • • • SALT II only channeled 
the direction Soviet force improvements 
could take; it did not constrain the size or 
capability of Soviet forces. 

Mr. President, I said before that the 
politicalization of defense data did not 
originate with the Carter administra
tion. Nonetheless, we should be honest 
with one another about the real impli
cations of SALT II in terms of its con
tribution to arms control and U.S. se
curity. Today, we are once again hear
ing the wornout slogans of the propo
nents of SALT II. We are told that it 
provides for stability and removes un-
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certainty with respect to the United 
States-Soviet balance. 

We are told that the time has come 
to ratify the treaty, or at the very 
least endorse its provisions by means 
of a Senate resolution. We are notre
minded that the Senate Armed Serv
ices Committee found the agreement 
to be not in the national security in
terests of this country. Even the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
proposed numerous reservations to the 
treaty as it was submitted by Presi
dent Carter. Let us not indulge our
selves in a convenient lapse of memory 
concerning the fundamental weakness
es of SALT II as we continue to debate 
the issue of nuclear arms control 
today. 

Mr. President, the proposal for 
major nuclear weapons reductions out
lined recently by President Reagan 
has won wide backing from our NATO 
allies during the spring meeting of the 
NATO foreign ministers. This backing 
makes good sense, and I would recom
mend the same to my colleagues. No 
better explanation exists for the need 
to free ourselves from the approach to 
arms control and strategic stability 
characterized by SALT II than the 
recent analysis by Mr. Cordesman, and 
I ask that his article which was pub
lished by the journal, Comparative 
Strategy, be printed in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
MEASURING THE STRATEGIC BALANCE: SECRE

TARY OF DEFENSE BROWN AS AN AMERICAN 
ORACLE 

<By Anthony H. Cordesman) 
[Charts and graphs not reproduced in 

RECORD] 

If net assessment ever acquires enough 
discipline as a profession to merit a trivia 
game, the history of the Delphic oracle and 
the true nature of the "Delphic method" 
will be one of the essential bits of knowl
edge for any winner. From roughly 1100 
B.C., when the Dorians conquered Greece, 
to 390 AD, when Emperor Theodosius II si
lenced the oracle and destroyed the temple, 
the Delphic oracle produced predictions to 
suit the politics of the day. The oracle was, 
however, always careful to make such 
prophecies sufficiently ambiguous so that 
the listener would be blamed for misinter
preting the prediction, rather than the 
oracle for failing to be accurate. In the proc
ess, a great deal of money and tribute 
changed hands, but the survival and success 
of the oracle always ultimately depended on 
the ability to read the political winds of the 
day, and to bend any prophecy in the 
proper direction. 

Former Secretary of Defense Harold 
Brown's tenure as the nation's "oracle" of 
the strategic balance was far shorter than 
that of the oracle at Delphi. However, Sec
retary Brown adopted much the same meth
odology in reporting to the public and the 
Congress on U.S. and Soviet strategic forces. 
His annual assessments of the strategic bal
ance and SALT II testimony were sufficient
ly Delphi, and shrouded in mystery, to be 
almost impossible to prove wrong. They 
were ambiguous enough to be interpreted as 
either statements of American strength or 
warnings of American weakness. As a result, 
the Secretary's public statements of the bal-

ance now make a fascinating case study of 
the problems in analyzing and communicat
ing the strategic balance. They also provide 
a grim warning to the Reagan Administra
tion of the dangers of failing to communi
cate the true trends in the balance and of 
drifting into using assessment of the strate
gic balance as a method of political prophe
cy. 

A. THE PROCESS OF PROPHECY 

During his four years in office, Secretary 
Brown's balances did a good job of serving 
the Carter Administration's political needs. 
The Secretary issued five major sets of bal
ances, and each met an immediate political 
need. The first, which was presented in his 
FY 1979 Annual Report, was an extension 
of the ICBM vulnerability data which Sec
retary Donald Rumsfeld had presented in 
his last Annual Report in FY 1978. 1 It dif
fered from Secretary Rumsfeld's balances, 
however, in that the assessment showed the 
results of a war game based on a counter 
force exchange following a Soviet first 
strike on U.S. ICBMs, and in the fact that 
U.S. intelligence had sharply revised its esti
mates of Soviet accuracy and MIRVing up
wards during 1978. As a result, Secretary 
Brown's FY 1979 balances dramatized the 
growth of U.S. ICBM vulnerability, the 
Soviet threat, and the growth of Soviet su
periority in such an exchange. This served 
the purpose of selling the FY 1979 defense 
budget, in an environment where the Ad
ministration lacked competing higher priori
ty policy objectives. 

By the following year, however, the situa
tion had changed in several important re
spects. First, the USSR was being projected 
to improve its capabilities even more quickly 
than U.S. intelligence had projected the 
previous years. Second, the Carter Adminis
tration was now faced with the need to jus
tify its defense program, not simply criticize 
the previous Administration. Third, momen
tum was gathering behind the SALT talks, 
and fourth, the Administration was having 
so much trouble with its strategic force im
provement programs-such as the B-1, Tri
dent, and MX-that it had to demonstrate 
success. As a result, Secretary Brown kept 
approximately the same methodology in his 
FY 1980 report that he had used in his FY 
1979 report, but altered the scale for the 
comparison of relative force size, increased 
the effectiveness of some U.S. programs, 
and accelerated their initial operating capa
bility (IQC). While this kind of juggling did 
alter the meaning of the balances, it was 
more or less legitimate, given the uncertain
ties then current regarding U.S. force im
provement programs and the developments 
taking place in the Soviet threat. 

However, the Secretary's FY 1979 and FY 
1980 balances were scarcely the prophecy 
the Carter Administration wanted to com
municate after the summer of 1979, when it 
began to try to persuade the Congress that 
the U.S. strategic programs were adequate 
and that the Senate could safely ratify the 
SALT II accords. As a result, both the Sec
retary's SALT II testimony of July 1979,2 

and his FY 1981 Annual Report, presented 
balances which contained major changes in 
methodology and presentation. Their effect 
was to support SALT II and the Carter Ad
ministration's political need to justify its ef
forts to limit defense expenditures. This 
shows up clearly in the SALT and FY 1981 
balances in Table I in the sudden "improve-

1 Footnotes at the end of the article. 
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ment" in the capabilities of the U.S. relative 
to the USSR in the outyears, and the virtu
al elimination of a period of U.S. strategic 
inferiority. 

By the time the Secretary issued his last 
set of balances, in his fiscal year 1982 
Annual Report, the Soviet Union had invad
ed Afghanistan and President Carter had 
been defeated in his attempt to gain reelec
tion. As a result, the Secretary's task 
became largely valedictory. He had to justi
fy both the choice of an MX program and 
the overall level of Carter strategic force im
provement programs relative to the Soviet 
threat. He had to show that SALT II would 
be better than no SALT II, and that the Ad
ministration had not miscalculated the 
value of the Treaty in view of the changed 
American attitudes toward the USSR that 
followed the invasion. His last set of curves 
in Table I clearly serves that purpose. 
B. THE ANALYTIC IMPACT PRODUCING PROPHECY 

TO PLEASE 

Up to a point, such politicizing of the bal
ance was good clean fun. No previous Secre
tary of Defense had failed to use his Annual 
Reports for political purposes, and many 
had failed to provide anything approaching 
the amount of information Secretary Brown 
provided. However, two aspects of Secre
tary's Brown's prophecies were deeply dis
turbing: 

First, no other Secretary of Defense had 
seriously had to · cope with the prospect of 
U.S. strategic inferiority. Such inferiority 
was always a distant theoretical prospect at 
worst until Secretary Rumsfeld's last year 
in office. This should have changed the 
rules behind politicizing the strategic bal
ance. It should have meant that the overrid
ing concern should have been communicat
ing the risks inherent in the trends in the 
balance, with and without SALT II, and the 
adequacy of the nation's defense budget. 

Second, Secretary Brown's staff went 
mucl:l further in manipulating the balance 
than had been the case in the past, and did 
so in ways that took exceptional advantage 
of the media and Congress's lack of techni
cal background and of the almost automat
ic credibility the Secretary had as the na
tion's chief defense spokesman. In the proc
ess, six major distortions of the analytic 
process were used: Failure to define terms 
properly, failure to state assumptions, ma
nipulation of the method of comparison fail
ure to define the method being used, use of 
undefined shifts in the scale and measures 
used in portraying the balance, and manipu
lation of the scenario. These distortions al
lowed the Secretary of Defense to give the 
impression that he was providing a highly 
quantified and explicit picture of the strate
gic balance when he was actually issuing 
carefully tailored propaganda that went far 
beyond the normal limits of political games
manship. 

1. Failure to define terms and State 
assumptions 

None of the text that orginally supported 
Secretary Brown's five "balances" defined 
his terms or stated his assumptions. His 
SALT II testimony, and each of his four 
Annual Reports, presented the assessments 
shown in Table One as "black boxes" which 
had to be taken on faith. 

As time went on, however, each successive 
comparison revealed changes which cast 
doubt upon the validity of the previous com
parisons. The balances did not track from 
statement to statement, they did not reflect 
many of the major discoveries of the U.S. 
intelligence community, and they showed 

fluctations that simply could not occur in a 
properly structured analysis. Further, as 
more and more hard data on the imputs to 
the Secretary's calculations leaked out, it 
became apparent that there had to be politi
cal motives for many of the detailed failures 
to define terms and assumptions. 

The Frozen Threat 
Secretary Brown never stated the assump

tions he used in projecting the Soviet threat 
in any of his balances. The closest he came, 
and then by indirection, was to present the 
data on projected Soviet MIRVing shown in 
Table II, which comes from his FY 1982 
Annual Report. 

It is clear from the trend for Soviet forces 
projected in the outyears of the various bal
ances in Table I, however, that the threat 
was "frozen" at a minimal level of change in 
FY 1980-FY 1981, when this suited the pur
pose of supporting the ratification of SALT 
II, and allowed to "grow" slightly in FY 
1982 when it was more politic to dramatize 
the threat. Yet, even in FY 1982, the curves 
for outyear threat show that the assessment 
of Soviet force improvements had to be kept 
relatively static. 

Accordingly, the limited growth of Soviet 
capabilities in the outyears of all five of Sec
retary Brown's balances in Table I means 
that his projections after the FY 1980 bal
ances had to ignore the existence, already 
detected by the United States, of a new 
Soviet SSBN, new Soviet strategic air-to-sur
face missiles with greater range and accura
cy, at least two Soviet heavy bomber devel
opment projects, new Soviet ICBM and 
SLBM developments, and Soviet progress in 
ICBM and SLBM MIRVing. Further, the 
curves for his SALT II and FY 1981 bal
ances do not seem to reflect then current in
telligence on projected Soviet improvements 
in accuracy for the late 1980s. 
The Perfect U.S. Force Improvement Plan 
The nature of the U.S. force improve

ments projected in each comparison of the 
balance was left equally undefined. It is 
clear from the sets of curves in Table I, 
however, that they must assume that all 
U.S. force improvements come on line exact
ly on schedule and at 100 percent of project
ed effectiveness. 3 

Yet even in FY 1980, and particularly by 
the time Secretary Brown issued the FY 
1981 curves, the Secretary had good reason 
to believe such assumptions were unrealisti
cally optimistic. The Trident submarine pro
gram schedule was in deep trouble before 
the FY 1981 curves were issued, and the Tri
dent C-4 missile had already failed to meet 
its specification for reliability or accuracy.4 

While the Minuteman upgrade program 
generally proceeded on schedule through
out Secretary Brown's period in office, it 
was clear from at least FY 1981 onwards 
that the MX missile would probably lag 
badly in deployment, and that the various 
Titan II upgrade programs had not convinc
ingly answered the question of whether 
more Titans would fall on the Soviet Union 
or the United States. 

Further, long before he issued his FY 1982 
curves, Secretary Brown knew that the 
cruise missile test program had begun to 
send clear warning signals that the ALCM 
would have to be deployed with a warhead 
which may not function under cold weather 
conditions; with a guidance system of uncer
tain reliability, which suffers serious degra
dation in accuracy and reliability over com
paratively flat terrain and snow; and with 
dependence on up-to-date prestrike mapping 
capabilities which the United States has not 
yet been able to develop. 5 

Defining Who Is Alert 
Another problem arose from the Secre

tary's failure to define the different states 
of alert used in comparing U.S. and Soviet 
forces. The basis for the various "generated 
alert" and "peacetime alert" curves shown 
in Table I, which began in FY 1980, was 
never explained in any of his documents. 
The shape of the curves indicates, however, 
that they were manipulated to use idealized 
U.S. alert rates which U.S. forces cannot 
generate in practice. 

For example, the U.S. curves seem to 
sharply exaggerate B-52 availability under 
both alert conditions, as well as the accura
cy the B-52s can achieve with normal avion
ics availability. The assumptions made re
garding the Titan II missile, which furnish 
more than 19 percent of all U.S. ICBM EMT 
on 54 single warhead missles, 6 are a combi
nation of availability, accuracy, and reliabil
ity that seems ludicrous. 7 Similarly, all the 
curves for the United States from FY 1980 
onward seem to project U.S. SSBN availabil
ity at optimal rather than real rates, while 
assuming a Soviet attacker would make no 
long-term increases in his rates. 

Finally, no explanation is given of the 
extent to which the USSR is allowed to 
build up its ICBM readiness, recover bomb
ers, reload missle silos, or take other steps 
to compensate for a U.S. "generated alert." 
The curves also suggest that the Soviet 
Union is somewhat artificially limited in 
peaking its first strike attack readiness, in 
using bombers in second strikes, and in re
loading missile silos, but this bias is far less 
clear than the exaggeration of U.S. readi
ness under various alert conditions. 

The Undefined Importance of SALT II 
Secretary Brown also never explicitly de

fined what the SALT II Treaty and Proto
cols were supposed to constrain, although 
all his comparisons obviously assumed that 
SALT II would place major constraints on 
the Soviet threat. Even his FY 1982 com
parisons, which appear to provide his first 
explicit comparison of the "SALT II" and 
"no SALT II" cases, actually fail to provide 
any picture of why the two sets of curves 
differ and the extent to which the "SALT 
II" case would actually limit the growth of 
Soviet forces. 

It is clear from the shape of the curves in 
Table I, however, that the SALT II or 
"SAL" case had to be projected on the basis 
that both the Treaty and the Protocols 
would operate in favor of the United States 
through 1990, and that Soviet advances in 
ICBM and SLBM MIRVing, and bomber 
missile loading, would be limited to the kind 
of levels shown in Table II. In effect the 
Secretary had to base all five of his com
parisons on constraints that did not formal
ly exist in the Treaty, on continuation of 
the Protocols beyond their expiration, and 
on the assumption that the USSR would 
not improve its warhead loading to anything 
like the level permitted in SALT II. This is 
further illustrated in his FY 1982 projec
tions of the trend in Soviet warhead growth 
shown in Table III and was at best disingen
uous. 

The SALT agreement limited Soviet stra
tegic force improvements only in very 
narrow ways. The Treaty set a ceiling of 
2,250 on total missile launchers of all types 
plus heavy bombers, it limited MIRVed 
ICBMs and heavy bombers with ALCM to 
1,320, total MIRVed ICBM and SLBM mis
sile launchers to 1,200, and total MIRVed 
ICBM launchers to 820. It also limited 
ICBMs to 10 RVs and SLBMs to 14 RVs 
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each, and bombers to a maximum of 20-30 
missiles if these missiles had ranges of over 
600 km. 8 While it set limits on "heavy" 
ICBMs, these had little practical meaning. 
The only other major limitation was that 
one new type of ICBM could be deployed 
during the life of the Treaty. It was as
sumed by the United States that this would 
be a single warhead replacement for the SS-
11 in the case of the USSR, and the 
MIRVed MX in the case of the United 
States, but no agreement existed to this 
effect, and the Treaty did not limit improve
ments in the MIRVing and accuracy of ex
isting missiles. 

The SALT II Treaty, therefore, was essen
tially a limit on delivery systems at a time 
when delivery system numbers were already 
far less important than warhead numbers 
and basing mode. These areas were con
strained only by the Protocol, which applied 
only through 1981. The Protocol banned de
ployment of mobile ICBMs, development of 
land- and sea-based cruise missiles with 
ranges over 600 km. and flight testing and 
deploying new types of ICBMs. As a result, 
there were no SALT II limits on Soviet re
ductions in the vulnerability of their ICBM 
force or on the growth of Soviet warheads 
during virtually all of the period covered in 
the balance in Table I. 

The importance this should have had to 
the Secretary's analysis can be illustrated in 
a number of ways. For example, the SALT 
II agreement allowed the USSR to radically 
change its ICBM basing after 1982, which 
would have cut U.S. retaliatory capabilities 
far below the levels shown in Table I. At the 
same time, the USSR had the option of 
making massive increases in its ICBM war
heads. Even if one uses the Soviet end-1979 
force mix 9 as typical of what should have 
been considred in Secretary Brown's curves, 
the USSR then had 544 MIRVed missiles 
with 3,452 warheads out of a total of 1,398 
ICBMs and 4,306 warheads. Even if the 
USSR only increased the number of RVs on 
its existing MIRVed ICBMs to ten each 
during the 1980s, this would have allowed it 
to deploy 5,440 warheads on its ICBM sys
tems and to increase its total ICBM loading 
to between 6,084 and 6,294 warheads. 

Similarly, the USSR had only 1,309 war
heads on a total of 989 SS-N-4 through SS
N-18 SLBMs. Only 480 of these warheads 
were on MIRVed SLBMs, and all were on 
160 SS-N-18s, each of which was then cred
ited with a maximum loading of 3 RVs per 
missile. If the USSR increased only this por
tion of its SLBM force to 14 RVs each 
during the 1980s, it would have been able to 
add more than 1, 760 new warheads. This 
would more than double the total RV load
ing on its SLBM force to 3,069. 

The Secretary should also have considered 
improvements in Soviet bomber loadings. 
The Soviet bomber force then consisted of 
100 TU 95 Bear and 40 MY A-4 Bison Heavy 
bombers, which were estimated to carry a 
total of one large bomb or air-to-surface 
missile each, and 62 TU-26 Backfires with 
two ASM each. As a result, _ U.S. estimates 
credited the Soviet bomber force with about 
140 warheads in analyzing the SALT II case 
because only Soviet heavy bombers were 
counted in the Treaty. Given the fact that 
the U.S. planned virtually no air defense 
and since the USSR does not need long
range ALCMs to penetrate U.S. defenses, 
the SALT II agreement would not have pre
vented the USSR from increasing the load
ing of its existing heavy bomber force with 8 
short-range missiles per airplane by the 
mid-1980s. This would add 980 additional 

warheads to the existing Soviet force mix 
and raise the total warhead loading on the 
bombers to 1120. 

Even a very conservat ive estimate of the 
"limits" imposed by the SALT II agreement 
would have indicated, therefore, that the 
USSR had the option of raising its total 
warhead number from 5,755 to 10,273 with
out varying its force mix. Improvement of 
the force mix, however, seems to have been 
a credible risk to consider in 1979, since U.S. 
intelligence bad detected five new Sovit 
ICBMs under test, development of two new 
heavy bombers, testing of a new ALCM, and 
development of two new SLBMs. Indeed, 
even these figures are modest, for the SALT 
II agreement theoretically allows the USSR 
to deploy well over 17,000 warheads if it 
should choose to go for the maximum per
mitted loading of SLBMs and bombers. As 
Senators as diverse as Jake Gam and 
George McGovern pointed out at the time, 
SALT II only channeled the direction Soviet 
force improvements could take; it did not 
constrain the size or capability of Soviet 
forces. 

Unthinking the Undefined 
There is no way to tell how many similar 

problems existed in the definitions and as
sumptions Secretary Brown used in issuing 
the balances shown in Table I, since they 
cannot be traced because they involve indi
vidual weapons systems or intelligence pro
jections whose character is classified, and 
whose sensitivity is buried in the aggregate 
curves. It is clear from the previous prob
lems, however, that Secretary Brown's selec
tion of definitions and assumptions had a 
political loading that hardly can have been 
coincidental. They were almost certainly 
chosen to show that the Carter Administra
tion's force plans would " fix " the strategic 
balance. They were chosen to minimize any 
conservative challenge to SALT II that 
argued it might leave the United States 
weak, and they systematically exaggerated 
the importance of SALT II. 

Ironically, however, this failure to define 
his terms and assumptions may partly have 
backfired. It led many conservatives and an
alysts outside the Defense Department to 
focus exclusively on the near-term "strate
gic bathtub," or the period of U.S. vulner
ability and inferiority in the early 1980s, 
shown in Table I. These commentators ig
nored the longer-term problems t-he United 
States faced because none of the Secretary's 
balances examined the options the USSR 
was developing to increase its superiority 
after the mid-1980s, and because Brown's 
supporting text failed to highlight the un
certain credibility of the U.S. force improve
ments necessary to produce the swings in 
the balance back in favor of the United 
States. 
2. Manipulation of the method of compari

son and failure to define the method being 
used 
The term " GIGO," garbage in-garbage 

out, describes a common analytic problem, 
but it ignores the questions of how valid the 
model is and whether the computer or data 
processor actually works. Poor models are as 
common as poor data and assumptions, and 
this characterizes a further set of defects in 
the balances shown in Table I. A historical 
comparison of the details of Secretary 
Brown's balances show they suffered as 
much from manipulation of the method of 
comparison, and from the failure to define 
the method being used, as they did from the 
failure to define terms and use realistic as
sumptions. 

Turning Modeling Into a Shell Game 

In fact, if it were not for the political mo
tives behind t he differences in the curves 
shown in Table I, they would indicat e an 
amazing indecisiveness in U.S. strategic 
modeling. Although Table I provides five 
sets of curves, the same method of analysis 
is used in only two years, FY 1979 and FY 
1980. These two years mark the transition 
from Secretary of Defense Donald Rums
feld to Secretary Brown. The remaining sets 
of curves in Table I show that Secretary 
Brown never used the same model twice in 
any of his balances and constantly changed 
terms, measures, models, and methods. 

However, the reasons for this " indecisive
ness" become clear when these shifts in 
methodology are analyzed in terms of the 
broad political rationale for the shifts in 
Brown's balances discussed earlier. Secre
tary Brown's first sets of balances-those 
for the FY 1979 and FY 1980 Annual Re
ports-coincided with the discovery by U.S. 
intelligence that Soviet missile accuracy and 
MIRVing rates were improving far faster 
than had previously been predicted. 

As a result, Secretary Brown shifted the 
methodology in his July 1979 SALT II testi
mony to compare "warheads." Measuring 
the balance in terms of "warheads" had the 
political advantage that is was the one area 
where the United States retained a major 
lead over the USSR, and was the area where 
the ALCM, U.S. SLBM force, and MX would 
produce the sharpest and quickest force im
provement in future years. Further, by as
suming Soviet MIRVing constraints that did 
not actually exist in either the SALT II 
Treaty or Protocol, the warhead measure
ment gave SALT II the greatest effect. 10 It 
is also interesting to note that Secretary 
Brown omitted the index marks from the 
vertical axis of his graphs. Although there 
is no way to be sure, this indicates he may 
have used a scale designed to exaggerate the 
shift toward U.S. superiority after 1986. 

These aspects of the SALT II testimony 
curves drew so much hostile attention from 
publications like the Armed Forces Jour
nal11 that Secretary Brown introduced yet 
another method of comparing the balance 
in his FY 1981 report. He ceased to compare 
the relative force size on each side, and 
issued comparisons based on relative advan
tage. He again, however, omitted any scale 
marks on the vertical axis of the graphs in 
FY 1981, and made it almost impossible to 
assess what the differences between a given 
U.S. and Soviet curve really meant. Further, 
he introduced EMT and "generated alert" 
as new indices in his FY 1981 curves without 
any supporting explanation and with all the 
definitional problems discussed earlier. 

This new approach to portraying the bal
ance superficially countered the criticism 
that the Secretary had chosen "warheads" 
as a carefully rigged measure of the balance 
in his SALT II testimony. However, it is 
clear from comparing the SALT II testimo
ny and fiscal year 1981 curves that the 
Soviet superiority in EMT was reduced by 
altering the vertical scale of the fiscal year 
1981 comparisons. This is reflected in the 
curves shown in the fiscal year 1981 Annual 
Report, which are much smaller than the 
Soviet warhead curve shown in the SALT II 
testimony. It is equally clear in comparing 
the fiscal year 1981 curves with the fiscal 
year 1982 curves that followed, that fluctua
tions were taking place in the estimate of 
future Soviet warhead loading used in fiscal 
year 1981 of a kind that seem impossible to 
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explain on the basis of any publicly released 
data on either U.S. or Soviet forces. 

As has been discussed earlier, Secretary 
Brown shifted to a new set of political ob
jectives in his last set of comparisons in his 
fiscal year 1982 Annual Report. The Secre
tary was now writing for posterity, and had 
to balance the mixed objectives of showing 
the post-Afghanistan Carter hard line on 
the Soviets, the need for MX, and the value 
of SALT II. The Secretary finally added 
such essential methodological benchmarks 
as a vertical scale for his comparison. In ad
dition, he included an undefined hard target 
kill measure 12 to warheads and EMT, 
showed a SALT II and no SALT II case, and 
added a sensitivity analysis to defend his 
MX program. The end result was his set of 
prophecies which came the closest yet to a 
relatively realistic set of comparisons. 

Unfortunately, as will be discussed short
ly, even the methodology used in the fiscal 
year 1982 balances presented major prob
lems. The "SALT II" versus "no SALT II" 
cases involved dubious <and totally unstat
ed) constraints on Soviet MIRVing that did 
not logically flow from the current U.S. in
telligence on Soviet force improvement ac
tivities. They involved shifts in the post-ex
change EMT balance under the "no SALT 
II" case as early as 1982 which needed a full 
explanation to be convincing, particularly 
since they did not track with what should 
have been exactly the same comparisons in 
the "no MX and no-SALT II" case shown 
for the MX sensitivity curves. 

Further, the Secretary added yet another 
new measure of the balance in fiscal year 
1982, which seems to have been designed to 
dramatize the impact of his force improve
ment plans, called "U.S. Retaliatory Poten
tial," which he did not bother to define and 
did not display for the pre-exchange case. 
And finally, he suppressed the post Soviet 
counterforce strike comparison, which again 
made it difficult to challenge his figures. 
Implying a "Real World" Exchange Which 

Did Not Take Place 
This politicization of the strategic balance 

was compounded during at least part of Sec
retary Brown's tenure by another major dis
tortion in methodology. As Francis P. 
Hoeber points out in a recent case study 
analysis of modeling, 13 the "Relative Force 
Size" comparisons used in the FY 1979 and 
FY 1980 balances in Table I depended for 
their validity not only on honest estimates 
of forces and force capabilities, but also on 
using the right target base. 

There is strong evidence, however, that 
the FY 1979 and FY 1980 comparisons did 
not use a realistic target base. Instead of 
targeting U.S. forces against Soviet targets 
and Soviet forces against U.S. targets, both 
U.S. and Soviet forces were targeted on the 
Soviet target base. This sharply distorted 
the results. The Soviet target base differs in 
numbers, size, hardness, camouflage, and 
dispersal characteristics. A key difference is 
that the Soviets have about 1,400 operation
al ICBM silos and the U.S. only 1,054. As a 
result, the Soviet Union-which was as
sumed to be heavily warhead limited in the 
FY 1979 and FY 1980 comparisons-was 
forced to allocate two RVs from its most ac
curate ICBMs against about 500 "U.S." mis
siles which did not exist. This wasted at 
least 800 Soviet warheads, and obviously 
skewed the comparison greatly in favor of 
the United States. 14 

In fairness to Secretary Brown, he provid
ed a major new approach to presenting the 
strategic balance in FY 1979, and some 
problems may have been inevitable. This 

does not explain, however, why he repeated 
this error in his FY 1980 report, and seems 
to have repeated it again in his July 1979 
SALT II testimony. By this time, several 
senior officers on his staff had been repeat
edly queried by the press about the prob
lem. It also is not possible to know whether 
a realistic target base was used in Secretary 
Brown's FY 1981 and FY 1982 comparisons, 
or what other shifts, adjustments, and prob
lems exist in his models. Although no con
ceivable reason exists to classify their meth
odological and conceptual structure, they 
have never been explicitly defined. The 
most one can do is hope that the acolytes 
behind the oracle improved this aspect of 
their staff work in FY 1981 and FY 1982. 

C. THE ORACLE'S LAST PROPHECY: FISCAL 1982 
AS A CASE STUDY 

Whatever their faults, the last set of 
curves in Table I still represent the most au
thoritative official picture of the U.S. view 
of the strategic balance. While they are Sec
retary Brown's last prophecy, their defects 
are still of critical importance to anyone 
who must rely on unclassified data to under
stand the shifts taking place in U.S. and 
Soviet strategic forces. As a result, it is in
teresting to examine their weaknesses and 
problems in detail. 

As noted earlier, the FY 1982 curves at 
least have the merit that for the first time 
during Brown's tenure they retain many of 
the previous year's terms and measures. For 
example, the FY 1982 curves preserved the 
"warhead" and "EMT" measures of the bal
ance from the FY 1981 Annual Report. 
However, the Secretary's FY 1982 balances 
otherwise serve as a case study example of 
the problems which characterized Brown's 
previous balances: The vertical scale is 
changed, and two new measures of the bal
ance are introduced without supporting 
text: "Hard Target Kill <HTK)" capability 
and "Retaliatory Potential." The balances 
after the initial Soviet attack are dropped, 
and new sensitivity analyses are introduced 
without proper definition or supporting ex
planation. 

Equally importantly, although the Secre
tary appears to use the same methodology 
in FY 1981 and FY 1982, the curves show 
detailed differences that indicate this may 
not be the case. The pre-exchange curves 
for FY 1981 and FY 1982 balances, for ex
ample, show significant differences. If the 
methodology has not been changed, then 
the U.S. seems to have a remarkable inabil
ity to measure the current strategic balance 
or to estimate outyear trends, which is far 
more serious than any SALT II verification 
problem. 
I. Interpreting the fiscal year 1982 prophecy 

The FY 1982 Annual Report is also as am
biguous as ever about what Soviet and U.S. 
force improvements are included in calculat
ing the balance, the target base, the as
sumed changes in defense, and a host of 
other critical inputs and assumptions which 
will shape the future of U.S. security. Yet, 
although this aspect of Secretary Brown's 
last balances is as Delphic as ever, it seems 
possible to explain part of the prophecy. 
The Secretary seems to be including and ex
cluding the following factors: 

Underestimating the Soviet ICBM Threat 
Only the known Soviet ICBM configura

tions shown in Table II are counted in esti
mating the balance. MIRVing is limited to 
the types and modifications of Soviet 
ICBMs mentioned in the FY 1982 Annual 
Report. The new Soviet ICBMs now under 
development are not fully integrated into 

the estimate of increasing Soviet capabili
ties in the outyears. No improvement is as
sumed to take place in Soviet ICBM basing 
to match the U.S. MX program, although 
the possibility of a mobile ICBM such as the 
SS-16 or a successor is mentioned elsewhere 
in the text of Secretary Brown's FY 1982 
Annual Report. The USSR neither attempts 
to maximize its ICBM warhead loading to 
the level permitted by the SALT II Treaty, 
nor takes advantage of its current ICBM de
velopment programs in either the SALT II 
or non-SALT II cases. As a result, the only 
increases in the Soviet ICBM threat come 
from the deployment of more missiles and/ 
or warhead deployments on existing types, 
except for an undefined replacement of the 
SS-11. 

Freezing the Soviet SLBM Threat 
The Soviet SLBM threat is highly con

strained in both the SALT II and non-SALT 
II cases. The curves shown in Table III indi
cate that both Soviet ICBMs and SLBMs 
are assumed to increase their RV loading, 
but this seems to reflect shifts in the war
head package on the SS-18 and SS-19 
SLBMs <three MIRVs per SLBM versus one 
RV on the SS-N-8, and a maximum of three 
MIRVs on the SS-N-6 Mod 3). Improved 
variants of the SS-N-6, SS-N-8, and SS-N-
18 are evidently not included in the count in 
Table I, nor do the comparisons allow for 
the deployments of new SLBMs such as the 
SS-NX-20 now under test for deployment 
on the Typhoon submarine. 

Exaggerating the Effect of SALT II 
These assumptions regarding the buildup 

of Soviet ICBM and SLBM and warheads 
exaggerate the impact of the "SALT II" 
versus the "no-SALT II" balance almost as 
much as does the assumption that the 
United States can go to relatively invulnera
ble ICBM basing and the USSR will not. 
Without these assumptions, the USSR 
could build up its warhead strength and ca
pabilities at virtually the rate it can produce 
warhead material and improve its present 
RV and guidance packages. These sets as
sumptions seem extraordinarily improbable 
given the past rate of buildup in Soviet stra
tegic forces. 

Ignoring the Probable Soviet Bomber and 
Cruise Missile Threat 

The FY 1982 curves also seem to assume 
the present Soviet bomber force and weap
ons loading without Backfire, only limited 
improvements in Soviet ALCM capabilities 
and bomber loading, and no deployment of 
any of the new Soviet heavy bomber types 
now under test. Soviet bombers are evident
ly not allowed to generate to maximum 
"one shot" peak rates before the initial 
Soviet attack or to reduce the vulnerability 
of their disperal basing during 1980-90. No 
Soviet use of SLCMs to parellel U.S. deploy
ment of the Tomahawk is included. 
No Major Improvements in Soviet Strategic 

Defenses 
Neither side is assumed to make any im

provements in ABM defenses through 1990, 
although Secretary Brown does state else
where in his Annual Report that the Soviet 
ABM systems will be upgraded. It is as
sumed that all such upgrading will be con
fined through 1990 to the defense of 
Moscow and to improve Soviet attack char
acterization. Judging from other portions of 
the Secretary's text, the development of 
Soviet "look down-shoot down" fighters, 
and new SAMs like the SA-X-10, is assumed 
to improve Soviet air defenses. However, the 
deployment of the ALCM and the B-52 up-
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grade program is evidently assumed to 
offset this and even slightly increase the es
timated delivery percentage and hard target 
kill capabilities of U.S. bombers. Finally, 
U.S. active defenses are assumed to improve, 
but to have only token effect. These as
sumptions seem somewhat more valid than 
those made regarding Soviet offensive 
forces , but they are based on rigid Soviet ad
herence to the ABM Treaty, a still very un
certain B-52 improvement and ALCM pro
gram, and no deployment of space weaponry 
through 1990. 

Currently Programmed U.S. Force 
Improvements Are Perfectly Implemented 

Although some adjustment may have 
been made in FY 1981 curves for the United 
States in order to reflect the initial delays 
in the Trident program, the U.S. side of the 
FY 1982 curves again seem to assume per
fect deployment of the Carter Administra
tion ALCM and MX programs. This would 
be particularly unrealistic in the case of the 
MX. It also appears to have led to use of the 
ALCM in the counterforce retaliatory mode 
against Soviet ICBMs in the FY 1982 ex
change curves. The resulting count seems to 
exaggerate the operational accuracy and re
liability of the ALCMs to about twice its 
real world level, and assumes too fast a rate 
of real world deployment. More important
ly, it assumes the Soviets would ride out a 
"slow" U.S. ALCM attack on Soviet ICBMs 
and bases. The "ride-out" seems exceedingly 
unlikely given Soviet doctrine and C 31 capa
bilities. 

Exaggerating U.S. Readiness and Alert 
Capabilities 

The FY 1982 curves also seem to exagger
ate or misstate U.S. readiness capabilities 
and options. They assume that two-thirds of 
all U.S. SLBMs are at sea, survivable, and 
fully operational and on-station. This seems 
distinctly unrealistic, given the present 
readiness problems with the Poseidon 
SSBN, and the probable stretch-out of the 
Trident SSBN deployment program. They 
evidently assume a 30 percent bomber alert 
rate, and total bomber availability and alert 
rates which almost certainly cannot be 
achieved with either the existing B-52 or its 
presently-planned upgrades. They thus 
demand a level of performance that can 
only be achieved with a new U.S. strategic 
bomber. but provide no basis for estimating 
the importance of such a system. 

The FY 1982 curves also seem to depend 
to an unknown degree on keeping the Titan 
II in service through the end of the 1990s. 
As was discussed earlier, this skews the 
EMT curves in favor of the United States 
because Titan II now provides something 
like one-fifth of total U.S. prompt retaliato
ry EMT. Quite aside from the present un
certainty regarding whether the Titan II 
would actually deliver more of that EMT 
against the USSR in a real war than against 
the United States, it scarcely seems a 
system for the entire 1980s. 

Finally, the FY 1982 estimates fail to ex
amine the potential importance of the Tri
dent II missile as well as a new bomber, and 
the supporting text fails to note that the 
benefits shown for the MX are not linked to 
the basing mode selected under the Carter 
Administration. In short, the new curves
including the MX sensitivity curves in Table 
!-again fail to provide a balanced insight 
into the true nature of U.S. strategic force 
improvement options and capabilities. 1 5 

D. CONTRADICTION FROM THE CHAIRMAN OF THE 
JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF: A PROPHET WITHOUT 
HONOR IN HIS OWN PENTAGON 

These problems in Brown's last balances 
are further highlighted by the fact that the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs seems not 
only to have a radically different view of 
the strategic balance but to be planning 
with a fundamentally different count of 
U.S. and Soviet forces. As Table IV shows, 
General David C. Jones uses substantially 
different measures of pre-attack force 
strength and of warfighting capability in his 
FY 1982 Military Posture Report. 

In fact, General Jones' "prophecy" for 
fiscal year 1982 fully agrees with that of 
Secretary Brown in only one set of figures: 
Chart A-2 in Table IV. In this case, howev
er, the Chairman seems to be analyzing the 
strategic forces of two countries completely 
different from those being compared by 
Secretary Brown. In fact, the slopes of the 
Chairman's curves for EMT, hard target kill 
potential, and warheads <weapons> are so 
different from those of the Secretary that 
they raise the Dr. Strangelove-like spectacle 
of two chief war planners on the same side 
who never talk to each other. How, for ex
ample, can the Chairman's picture of EMT 
show so many fewer changes in the trend 
line and reflect a different force ratio? How 
can Jones and Brown have such different 
estimates of the relative numbers of pre
attack weapons? 

1. A different war to a different drummer? 
The Chairman's and the Secretary's 

curves for the outcome of a counterforce ex
change are even more different, but this 
may be slightly more excusable. Secretary 
Brown seems to be comparing the outcome 
of a straight counterforce exchange, and 
General Jones states that he is portraying a 
counterforce exchange involving the target
ing of ICBMs plus "a specified percentage 
of the remainder of the opponent's target 
system." This could lead to some differ
ences, although they should normally be 
minor. 

General Jones also compares U.S. and 
Soviet forces using yet another new meas
ure of the strategic balance. His curves com
pare "Discretionary Force Potential" rather 
than warheads, EMT, or retaliatory poten
tial. Unlike Secretary Brown, however, Gen
eral Jones defines his terms: 

"DFP indicates the extent to which an ar
senal achieves or exceeds its targeting goals 
against the opposing system. Planners can 
allocate weapons not required to meet ini
tial targeting goals at their discretion to 
hedge against unexpectedly poor system 
performance, to maintain a reserve force , to 
target another opponent, or to meet other 
requirements not included in the initial tar
geting goals." 1s 

This definition would seem to mean the 
number of warheads or nuclear weapons left 
over after the U.S. and Soviet exchange. If 
not that, it would seem to mean EMT. This 
however, does nothing to explain the differ
ences between Jones's and Brown's views of 
the post-attack balance. 
2. The chairman's different view of Salt II: 

Choice of analyst is more important than 
the choice of treaty 
It is equally difficult to understand how 

the nation's two chief defense officials could 
differ so much over the impact of SALT II. 
General Jones uses a SALT 11-constrained 
version of the Soviet threat, and this should 
logically be the same one as Brown uses. 
However, Jones shows a current U.S. inferi
ority which continues through 1989. In con-

trast, Brown's curves show continuing U.S. 
superiority in warheads from 1980 to 1990. 
Brown's EMT measure, in contrast, is far 
more pessimistic that Jones's comparison, 
and neither of Brown's "no SALT II con
straint" comparisions for warheads and 
EMT track with the various comparisions 
set forth by General Jones. 

The implication of these differences is 
that whatever the risks or advantages of 
SALT II, the details of the Treaty are far 
less important to the strategic balance than 
a U.S. defense planner's choice of a particu
lar analyst, or model. In fact, given the lack 
of any apparent political motive to explain 
most of the detailed differences between the 
Brown and Jones curves, one might well 
conclude the SALT II is so unimportant 
that it falls into the analytic "noise level" 
between the Secretary of Defense's office 
and that of the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs. 

So, for that matter, does the use of a 
device called the calendar. Note that the 
"knee" or major turning point in Secretary 
Brown's curves occurs in FY 1986, but that 
in General Jones' curves it generally occurs 
in 1985. One has to assume our two senior 
defense officials were working from differ
ent U.S. force plans in drafting their FY 
1982 reports, and the change in the slope of 
the curves in Tables I and IV indicates that 
they were working from very different force 
plans. 

3. The uncertain status of "launch under 
attack" 

It is even more disturbing that the closest 
one can come to creating analytic "honor 
between prophets," given the chaotic differ
ences between the nation's top defense offi
cials, is to assume that Secretary Brown is 
basing all his comparisons on a Launch 
Under Attack <LUA) strategyY This could 
explain away many of the differences be
tween their fiscal year 1982 balances, al
though it seems politically and militarily 
unlikely. General Jones is also very careful 
to note that "The U.S. has no policy that as
sumes or requires launch under attack," al
though, "the fact that the LUA option is 
available weighs heavily in any Soviet delib
erations on the advisability of a pre-emptive 
strike." 18 

It may weigh a lot more heavily on Soviet 
planners in the future, however, if they take 
the fiscal year 1982 differences between 
major U.S. prophets seriously. This seems 
particularly likely because General Jones 
provides four different public assessments 
of the theoretical value of LUA. If he is not 
tacitly advocating that LUA become U.S. 
policy, he certainly is sending the wrong set 
of signals. 1 9 

4. The difference in analytic approach 
In fairness to General Jones, however, it 

should be noted that he is generally more 
careful to follow the rules of analysis than 
his former Secretary. He does show the Sec
retary's tendency to omit the vertical scale 
on his charts, and introduces a whole new 
logarithmic scale on his static force ratios. 
Yet, he does state many of his assumptions. 
He shows the gap in prompt hard target kill 
capability. He defines the general nature of 
his assumptions regarding the growth of the 
Soviet threat. He specifically mentions 
omitting Backfire in his war outcome com
parisons. He states that he assumes perfect 
C3 1 on both sides <which, incidentally, is the 
only reason the LUA case favors the United 
States). He mentions that the USSR may 
well deploy further force improvements 
which would make his curves shift radically 
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in favor of the USSR, and he warns that 
"The prospect of a 'runaway' Soviet build
up in strategic arms is of some concern." 20 

In short, General Jones at least supports his 
comparisons with a bare minimum of proper 
definition and supporting text. 
E. LOOKING TOWARD FISCAL YEAR 1983: THE 

NEED FOR REALISM, NOT PROPHETIC REASSUR
ANCE 

Although Secretary Brown has left office, 
the problems in his balances have more 
than academic importance. If the United 
States is to forge a domestic consensus 
behind increased defense spending, to gain 
Allied support in deploying improved long
range theater nuclear forces, and implement 
the kind of extended deterrence strategy set 
forth in PD-59, the Secretary of Defense 
must reestablish credibility in predicting 
the threat and the need for improvements 
in U.S. forces. 

He must provide the most detailed and ob
jective statement of the strategic balance 
that can be made public without threaten
ing U.S. security. Both the arms control and 
defense communities must be able to work 
from some common ground that can be 
shared with the Congress, the public, and 
the media. The United States cannot afford 
either defense budgets or treaties based on 
official statements which are skewed to 
serve near-term political interests of a given 
Administration. 

It also scarcely seems coincidental that 
the U.S. intelligence community has had so 
much trouble making accurate estimates of 
the Soviet threat, or that it has continued 
the pattern of underestimates which Albert 
Wohlstetter documented so well.•• The kind 
of balances Secretary Brown issued over 
four years do not encourage NIEs that spec
ulate or probe, or projections which full ex
amine Soviet options and actions. They do 
not encourage honest assessments of the 
risks inherent in our force improvement 
plans. They encourage conventional wisdom 
from the intelligence community that coin
cides with the political message the Admin
istration is sending in its estimates of the 
balance, and they make any departure from 
that conventional wisdom a potential politi
cal threat. 

This situation should change with the 
change in Administration. The new Secre
tary of Defense should provide a real net as
sessment of the balance, and not simply an 
oracular political summary. He should ex
plain the Soviet threat and U.S. capabilities 
in detail, and ensure that the force improve
ment trends and options open to the USSR 
and the United States are fully and properly 
explained. He should communicate with his 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs and make him 
a full partner in this effort. Above all, he 
should adopt an approach to portraying the 
balance which is consistent, which is credi
ble, and which does not shift endlessly from 
year to year. The Secretary should strive to 
keep his credibility as the nation's defense 
spokesman. 

This is, of course, easier said than done 
even for a conservative Administration 
which is committed to increased defense ex
penditures. It is all too tempting to use in
formation for political rather than national 
ends. 22 It may be all too tempting, for ex
ample, to exaggerate the Soviet threat to 
justify higher defense spending in FY 1983. 
Alternatively, it may be equally tempting to 
return to the Panglossian distortions of 
Brown's balances if the problems in Trident, 
the MX, B-1 and ALCM programs continue 
to grow. 

However, any such approach would even
tually be disastrous. While manipulations of 
the strategic balance may initially be ig
nored even by experts, the media will inevi
tably discover them in the end. This could 
deprive a future Secretary of Defense of the 
credibility he needs at a time when it is of 
major importance to U.S. national security. 
Alternatively, if such distortions are not dis
covered in time, they could seriously hurt 
U.S. security. The United States was lucky 
in Secretary Brown's case. It was not legally 
bound for the SALT II Treaty or the force 
plans that he attempted to defend, and the 
political nature of Brown's prophecies never 
became a vital issue. The next set of manip
ulated curves could enshrine U.S. strategic 
inferiority, or produce the same kind of 
credibility gap that desperately hurt the 
U.S. defense effort in Vietnam, and from 
which we are only now recovering. 

It seems worth remembering in this re
spect that some descriptions of the Delphic 
ritual indicate that every visitor to Delphi 
saw the motto, "know thyself," on the way 
to the oracle. Unfortunately, then, as 
during the last four years, this motto was 
visible only on the outside of the temple. 

FOOTNOTES 
1 See Donald H. Rumsfeld, Annual Defense De

partment Report for FY 1978, Washington, D.C., 18 
January 1977, pp.70-76. 

2 The text of the Secretary's SALT II balances is 
presented in full in State Department Current 
Policy Document No. 72A, "SALT II-Senate Testi
mony," July 9-11, 1979. 

3 In contrast, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs David 
C. Jones' balances, as presented in his FY 1982 
Military Posture statement, specifically state this 
to be the case. 

• These factors led President Reagan to announce 
on October 2, 1981, a Trident SSBN construction 
schedule of one per year through FY 1982. There is 
little chance this schedule will be met. 

5 The deployment of the ALCM recently had to 
be slipped to 1982. It will have limited reliability 
through the mid 1980s because of guidance track
ing problems caused by weather and foliage effects. 

6 Now, in fact, 52 missiles which are planned to be 
phased out. See The Washington Post, September 
24, 1981, p. Al3. 

7 EMT or Equivalent Megatonnage attempts to 
compensate for the fact that the effects of nuclear 
weapons do not increase in proportion to their ex
plosive yield. There are serious defects in the re
sulting calculation because it does not take account 
of thermal or radiation damage and the synergistic 
effects of all three forms of weapons effects which 
change significantly according to yield. EMT is nor
mally measured by the formula that EMT equals 
yield in megatons to the two-thirds power. Al
though no Titan II missile was ever operationally 
tested in its final operational configuration, and 
the one major guidance platform test conducted 
under operational conditions raised serious doubts 
about the missile 's reliability, each of the 54 Titan 
missiles carries a single 9 megaton warhead, and 
they have a cumulative yield of 486 megatons; this 
is an EMT of 234. In contrast, each of the 450 Min
uteman II missiles has a single warhead with a 
nominal yield of 1.1 megaton each or a cumulative 
yield of 495 megatons; this is an EMT of 480. The 
550 Minuteman III missiles vary in configuration, 
but are generally credited with a yield of three 170 
KT '.'.'arheads each, or a cumulative yield of 281 
n1egatons; this is an EMT of 506. Accordingly the 
Titan II provides 19 percent of the EMT shown for 
the U.S. in the curves in Table I through 1985. Its 
role after 1985 was never formally defined in U.S. 
policy documents under the Carter Administration, 
although Titan II would then have been 23 years 
old, at least 12 years older than its design life. 
These problems with its age and reliability led the 
Reagan Administration to announce on October 2, 
1981, that it would be deactivated in the early 
1980s. 

8 Each party undertook not to deploy at any one 
time on heavy bombers equipped for cruise missiles 
capable of a range in excess of 600 kilometers, a 
number of such cruise missiles which exceeded the 
product of 28 and the number of such heavy bomb
ers. 

9 These numbers are taken from Appendix I to 
John M. Collins, U.S.-Soviet Military Balance, 
McGraw-Hill, 1980, pp. 443-457. 

10 The USSR is permitted to MIRV its SLBM 
force up to 14 RVs per missile. Secretary Brown's 
SALT II testimony could only produce the curves 
shown if the USSR was assumed to make no major 
improvement in SLBM MIRVing beyond then
tested systems with 6-8 warheads through 1990. 
Similar constraints had to be applied to Soviet 
Bomber and ICBM warhead loading. 

•• See Benjamin F. Schemmer, "Pentagon Cov
ered-Up Unprecedented 1978 U.S.S.R. Strategic 
Arms Build-Up," March 1979, pp. 16-17; Bridget 
Gail, "Brown's Bewildering Balances," December, 
1979, pp. 30-33; and Justin Galen, "The SALT II 
Debate and the Strategic Balance," October, 1980, 
pp. 52-70. 

• 2 Hard target kill capability is generally defined 
as HTKP= Y% <or EMT>/CEP2 • 

13 Francis P. Hoeber, Military Applications of 
Modeling: Selected Case Studies <New York: Gordon 
and Breach, 1981>, pp. 164- 169; and Francis P . 
Hoeber, William Schneider, Jr., Norman Polmar 
and Ray Bessette, Arms, Men, and Military Budg
ets, Issues for Fiscal Year 1981 (New York: Crane, 
Russak & Co., 1980), pp. 24- 27. 

14 The use of a common red target base is cited in 
Lt. General Kelly Burke, "Quantifying the Strate
gic Balance: Some Methods and Their Limitations," 
delivered in a seminar on foreign relations at the 
Women's Institute for Strategic Policy, Monterey, 
California, December 8, 1979 (cited by Hoeber, 
"Military Applications of Modeling"). 

15 0n October 2, 1981, President Reagan an
nounced a strategic program which clearly demon
strated the importance of the problems Secretary 
Brown ignored in his balances. This program: 

Slipped the IOC for the squadron strength de
ployment of the ALCM to 1982. 

Announced that the U.S. would build at least 100 
B-1 bombers, build a "stealth" bomber in the late 
1980s, and withdraw the aging B-52 <D>. 

Announced the U.S. would initially deploy only 
100 M-X in Titan II and Minuteman silos while 
studying a mix of super hard silos, airborne launch 
and ballistic missile defense. 

Stated that Titan II would be deactivated in the 
early 1980s. 

Slipped the construction rate of the Trident 
SSBN to one per year through FY 1987. 

Announced deployment of the Trident D-5 mis
sile beginning in 1989. 

Announced deployment of strategic nuclear 
SLCM on U.S. attack submarines in the mid-1980s. 

Announced a strengthened civil defense and con-
tinuity of government program. 

Announced an improved C3I system. 
16 U.S. Military Posture/or FY 1982, p. 26. 
17 Those readers who are not familiar with 

Launch Under Attack may not be aware of the im
portance of General Jones' assumption regarding 
perfect C3 I on both sides. Soviet attack character
ization and C3I systems are now much more capa
ble, reliable, and survivable than those of the U.S. 
The USSR also benefits massively from the fact it 
is the attacker. It would take a minimum of five 
years to bring U.S. capabilities to the point where 
the U.S . could reliably characterize an attack and 
properly execute it under Launch Under Attack 
conditions. Some of these improvements are al
ready programmed, but many are not, and even 
when deployed, some will then be vulnerable to 
credible advances in Soviet countermeasures and 
space capabilities. Accordingly, if the U.S. launched 
under attack, this would both impose unacceptable 
false alarm risks and probably degarde U.S. post-ex
change capabilities at least through FY 1986. 

18 United States Military Posture for FY 1982, p. 
29. 

19 The new C3 I program President Reagan an
nounced on October 1, 1982, has many factors that 
indicate the United States is now pursuing an LUA 
option. 

20 United States Military Posture for FY 1982. p. 
30. 

21 Albert Wohlstetter, " Is There a Strategic Arms 
Race?" Foreign Policy, 1974, No. 15, pp. 3- 20, and 
"Rivals, but no 'Race'," Foreign Policy, 1974, No. 
16, pp. 48-81. 

22 The Department of Defense did, in fact, alter 
the official U.S. estimate of Soviet ICBM accuracy. 
By using a lower estimate of accuracy than the one 
agreed to as the best estimate by CIA and DIA, it 
made U.S. ICBM survivability in silos seem far 
greater than the evidence actually indicated. See 
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Robert C. Toth, "Officers say Weinberger 'Fudged' 
Defense Estimates of Russians," Los Angeles Times, 
October 7, 1981, p. 27.e 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF 
LETTER FROM PHILLIP B. HEY
MANN, ASSISTANT ATTORNEY 
GENERAL 

e Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, On 
March 11, 1982 at the end of the 
debate on the Resolution of Expulsion 
of Senator Williams I remarked on 
conversations and correspondence I 
had had with members of the Justice 
Department concerning transcripts of 
conversations between Mr. Mel Wein
berg and Mr. William Rosenberg in 
which my name and that of Senator 
Javits figured. 

At that time I stated that I had not 
received a reply to two letters I had 
sent the then Assistant Attorney Gen
eral in Charge of the Criminal Divi
sion, Phillip B. Heymann. I said: 

So far as memory serves, I never even re
ceived a reply to my letters to Professor 
Heymann. It may be that letters came and 
got lost in my office maze; this does happen. 
But not often. 

Mr. President, · Professor Heymann 
did reply to my letters and his answer 
dated February 24, 1981, was in fact 
lost in my office maze. I take this occa
sion to correct the record and to apolo
gize to Mr. Heymann who is now a 
professor at Harvard University Law 
School.e 

J. B. HOY 
e Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I am 
pleased for this opportunity to say a 
few words on behalf of J. B. Hoy, a 
resident of North Webster, Ind., who 
has made the promotion of friendship 
throughout the Nation a high person
al goal. 

Mr. President, the merits of Mr. 
Hoy's work in this area and the 
strength of his convictions have al
ready been recognized on a State and 
local level. In 1976, the Indiana Gener
al Assembly passed a resolution sup
porting Mr. Hoy's friendship proposal 
calling for a "Rose for Friendship 
Week." Since that time, his work has 
drawn additional support from several 
mayors. 

Today it gives me great pleasure to 
submit a resolution signed by all but 
two members of the Indiana delega
tion, which recognizes Mr. Hoy's ef
forts in this national forum. 

Whereas, one of the most important as
pects to mankind is friendship 

Whereas, all too often we forget to thank 
those around us for their friendship and all 
that they have done for us; and 

Whereas, the rose symbolized the act of 
friendship; in its larger meaning a "Rose" 
for friendship can be an act of kindness, a 
token of rememberance, a compliment or 
just a friendly word: 

Now therefore, We, the undersigned mem
bers of the Indiana Congressional delega
tion commend Mr. J. B. Hoy of North Web-

ster, Indiana President of the Rose for 
Friendship Society for all he has done to 
promote the spirit of friendship and good 
will in our great state and throughout the 
Nation. 

Signed: 
Richard G. Lugar, Dan Quayle U.S. Sen

ators; John Hiler, Dan Coats, Elwood 
Hillis, Joel Deckard, Lee Hamilton, 
Adam Benjamin, Floyd J. Fithian, 
Andrew Jacobs, Dave Evans, Members 
of Congress.e 

NUCLEAR WEAPONS BUILDUP 
• Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, the in
creasing threat of nuclear war, and 
the public's reaction to it, continue to 
receive major attention by all of us. 
One of the organizations emerging as 
a leader in this field is Physicians for 
Social Responsibility. This group was 
founded in the early sixties and con
tinues today to inform and challenge 
us with its findings. 

Recently this organization held ral
lies in various cities in Arkansas pro
testing the buildup of nuclear weap
ons. Two of the leaders were inter
viewed on the Arkansas Educational 
Television Network: Dr. Jonathan 
Fine of Boston, an internist who is 
chairman of the national executive 
committee, and Dr. James Adamson of 
Little Rock, a specialist in pulmonary 
medicine who is a member of the Ar
kansas chapter of Physicians for 
Social Responsibility. 

Extracts of that interview were then 
printed in the Arkansas Gazette on 
Sunday, April 25. These two doctors 
make pertinent and essential points on 
the subject of nuclear weapons, and I 
request that a copy of this interview 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The interview follows: 
[From the Arkansas Gazette, Apr. 25, 19821 
DOCTORS SAY NUCLEAR WEAPONS BUILDUP Is 

MADNESS 
<Physicians for Social Responsibility held 

rallies in various cities in Arkansas last week 
protesting the building of nuclear weapons. 
Two of the leaders were interviewed on the 
Arkansas Educational Television Network 
last night-Dr. Jonathan Fine of Boston an 
internist who is chairman of the national 
executive committee, and Dr. James Adam
son of Little Rock, a specialist in pulmonary 
medicine who is a member of the Arkansas 
chapter. Here is an extract of that inter
view.) 

Q: Dr. Fine, your organization is not new 
is it? 

FINE. It was founded in the early 1960s. 
You may recall that the imminent danger 
then was pollution of the atmosphere with 
radioactive material from atomic testing. 
We pointed out the health consequences, 
and under President Kennedy, following a 
mass movement, the testing was ended. 

Q: How large is it? 
FINE. Now there are about 13,000 physi· 

cians who are active members. Some are 
medical students, some are dentists but 
most of them are graduate physicians 
throughout the country . . . about 200 new 
members a week. We've been reactivated 
only in the last two and one-half years. We 
had about 200 members then. 

Q: Dr. Adamson, how many members are 
there in Arkansas? 

ADAMSON. Forty or 50 now. Seems to be 
growing rather quickly and I think in a 
short time we'll have double that number. 

Q: We're used to seeing very young doc
tors in these protest movements but you are 
not one of those. How did you get involved 
in Physicians for Social Responsibility? 

ADAMSON. I carried for two of the men 
who were critically ill because of being in
jured in the Titan Missile accident two 
years ago. I got to realizing that I needed to 
make a commitment, that this was a prob
lem. We could have easily had a <nuclear) 
explosion with that accident, and some
where there had to be a way to express 
myself. 

Q. Dr. Fine, you've come a long way to be 
here. What kind of a message are you bring
ing? 

A. I think if we continue on the path 
we're on, and the Soviets continue building 
more nuclear weapons, that sooner or later 
we're going to have nuclear war. It's un
avoidable. Deterrence has worked for 37 
years but when it fails it will fail cata
strophically. The new weapons are especial
ly dangerous on both sides of the Iron Cur
tain because they have first-strike charac
teristics, so we have to stop building them. 
We, as physicians, have been pointing out 
that there will be no winning or surviving of 
nuclear war, and, in fact, we won't be 
around, whether it's in Little Rock or 
Boston or New Orleans. 80 to 90 per cent of 
doctors and nurses and hospitals will be 
wiped off the face of the earth. There will 
be tens of thousands of burn victims
people with crush injuries and unimagina
ble other problems, acute radiation sickness. 
They'll have nowhere to go and it's going to 
be the same thing all across this country, 
Western Europe and the Soviet Union. We 
don't know when this is going to occur. 
Even if you think it's a 1 per cent chance a 
year-and there are a lot of people in this 
country that think it's a good deal more 
than that-that's a 63 per cent certainty 
within a hundred years mathematically. So 
we've got to stop this madness of increasing 
the number of nuclear weapons that nobody 
wants since they never could be used with
out bringing the end, essentially. We have 
to find better ways to defend our country. 

Q: Is this an effort to try to get the 
United States to unilaterally disarm? 

ADAMSON. I don't get that impression at 
all. Just to amplify, 60 percent of our popu
lation lives in an area of 18,000 square miles. 
300 one-megaton bombs could destroy 60 
per cent of our population. The Soviet 
Union has 9,000 today. What are they going 
to do with the other 8, 700 weapons? To get 
back to your question, I don't think we are 
trying anyway to unilaterally disarm. We're 
just trying to say, we have enough and let's 
stop. 

Q: But how do you put pressure on the 
people in the Kremlin? You are free to have 
your rallies in this country. But some people 
tried to have a nuclear-freeze rally in Red 
Square in Moscow last week and they were 
arrested. 

ADAMSON. One aspect that I think that 
people in this country seem to forget is that 
the Soviet citizenry has seen devastation of 
all kinds over the last hundred years. In 
World War II there were 20 million Rus· 
sians killed. We have lost 350,000 men in 
war but we've never had basically a battle 
here since the Civil War. It's difficult for me 
to believe that the Soviet people want it. 
Now I realize that they cannot· influence 
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their government in the same way that we 
can, but their government, they don't want 
a nuclear war. I believe that they under
stand that it would absolutely destroy the 
earth as we know it. 

FINE. It's controlled from the top but un
derneath the surface, they have their inter
nal debates. I had an opportunity to meet 
with 17 leading Russian physicians on an of
ficial delegation to discuss nuclear war, 
whether it could be avoided and what its 
consequences could be. They all agreed that 
it had to be avoided, that they couldn't win 
a nuclear war with us nor could we. The 
chief physician in that delegation was 
Brezhnev's personal cardiologist. He went 
back and his government allowed him to go 
on national television and tell that same 
message to the Soviet people. Nuclear mis
siles are a common enemy that threaten the 
survival of both nations. Now we were allies 
with the Russians not so long ago against a 
common enemy and we've got to find a way 
of allying with them to get rid of these 
weapons now for the survival of both na
tions. That doesn't mean we have to agree 
with them on the lack of freedom of speech 
in their country, or the way they treat their 
people internally-! thoroughly disapprove 
of all that. But on this, I think, we see 
things the same way, we just have to get to 
the negotiating table and work it out. To do 
that in the United States, we the people 
have to tell our leaders that we want them 
to do that. 

Q: It's just hard to imagine that the Rus
sian leaders feel that way because of the 
moves that they have made. President 
Carter, in 1977, tried to get them to make 
massive reductions in nuclear weapons and 
they said no. Their actions speak louder 
than words. 

ADAMSON. I think we have a problem in 
this country where we ascribe to ourselves 
all the good motives and ascribe to the Rus
sians everything evil. 

Q: There's parity certainly in weapons but 
no parity in attitude, and I think that's 
what disturbs a lot of American people
Russian activities in Africa, Cuba and Af
ghanistan and the violation of the Helsinki 
Accords. 

FINE. The point is we can't use nuclear 
weapons in those conflicts. We know that. 
We can bluff that we'll use them, but we 
can't use them. We're wasting our money as 
well as risking that we could get sucked into 
a nuclear war. We've got to build a sensible 
conventional weapons system. These aren't 
weapons of war; they are weapons of mass 
destruction. They don't help us in Afganis
tan, they haven't helped us anywhere else. 
They just threaten the world's survival. The 
Soviets understand that, too, and it really 
puzzles me profoundly that we're gone on 
this way. We haven't even renounced first
use of nuclear weapons. It is time we did 
that. There were four distinguished Ameri
cans recently, including George Kennan, 
who suggested that we renounce first-use 
because as long as we maintain first-use, 
aside from the morality issue which is a 
pretty profound one, we are making nuclear 
war more likely because if the Russians 
know we might strike first in some situation 
with nuclear weapons, they have to be pre
pared to do the same. 

Q: Are you, Dr. Adamson, in favor of both 
a freeze and the renunciation of first-use? 

ADAMSON. Secretary Haig and others have 
said that we cannot play our hand complete
ly and say that we will never use these 
weapons unless we are struck first, that 
we've got to have that option. Well, per-

haps, politically if that's what's necessary
and I don't feel like I have enough knowl
edge to say that-then perhaps we should 
keep that option if for no other reason but 
to keep the Russians a little off 
balance ... as far as the freeze is con~ 
cerned I'm very much in favor. 

Q: Wouldn't it be better from the United 
States point of view to let us catch up a 
little bit before the freeze? 

ADAMSON. I can't follow that reasoning. 
We'll never stop if we continue with this. I 
really believe that there is parity. I think 
that we can destroy the Russians and they 
can destroy us and it makes no difference 
whether we have one more weapon. With 
the number of weapons that we have today, 
we are capable of destroying the world. 

We are capable of doing that right now. 
Not a week from now but right now, and it's 
got to stop.e 

OLDER AMERICANS MONTH: A 
TIME FOR REFLECTION 

e Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, this 
rhonth-May-is set aside as "Older 
Americans Month." It is a time for us 
to pause, reflect, and to give recogni
tion to the Nation's senior citizens. 

Older Americans are a great national 
resource and should be viewed as an 
enormous reservoir of talent, knowl
edge, and experience from which socie
ty can draw. 

One of the biggest mistakes we can 
make is lumping all seniors into a 
single category. Some men and women 
may want to retire and go fishing or 
whatever at age 60, while others may 
wish-and be fully capable-to work 
into their 70's and beyond. 

Public policy should be flexible and 
considerate of the wide-ranging needs 
and interests of senior citizens. 

I might note that senior citizens 
comprise a minority group in this 
country of 34 million-and it is grow
ing all the time. It is a minority group 
that all of us, if we are so fortunate, 
can expect to join someday. 

This year thousands of older Ameri
cans participated in the White House 
Conference on Aging and tried to ar
ticulate some of the special interests 
and concerns of older Americans. They 
sought to help direct public policy in 
the future. 

One of the leaders in this effort was 
from my own State of Washington, 
June Biggar, chairperson of the board 
of the American Association of Re
tired Persons. I always have enjoyed 
working with the association on mat
ters of mutual interest and appreciate 
the advice and counsel I have received 
from the membership as well as 
others. 

The Conference put the spotlight on 
some of the problems facing seniors in 
America today and laid out sort of a 
blueprint of the kind of action Con
gress and the States should take to 
better life in America for senior citi
zens. 

I think "Older Americans Month" is 
an excellent time for us to renew our 

commitment to senior citizens and to 
focus our attention to their problems. 

These are some of my own thoughts 
in this area: 

SOCIAL SECURITY 
This is one of America's great suc

cess stories. It has lifted millions of 
Americans from economic hardship 
and provided a measure of comfort 
and security. Social security financing 
must be a commitment to maintain 
current social security benefits to cur
rent recipients, including the mini
mum benefit. 

HEALTH CARE 
Access to adequate, affordable 

health care is a basic human right and 
is something that we can and must 
provide in this country. Nothing 
makes me sadder than to hear of re
tired couples, folks who have worked 
all their lives, that have had to sacri
fice their life savings in order to cope 
with a long-term illness. Under exist
ing medicare law, no assistance is pro
vided to victims of a stroke or other 
disabling illness requiring long-term 
nursing home care. All assets must 
first be exhausted. I think that is 
wrong and cannot support the admin
istration's proposed $3 billion cut in 
medicare benefits when there are al
ready so many deficiencies in the pro
gram. I believe medicare should be ex
panded to include prescription drugs, 
eyeglasses, hearing aids, dental care, 
and other necessary medical assist
ance. 

HOUSING 
Safe and affordable housing should 

also be a basic entitlement for senior 
citizens in America today. I support ef
forts to restore the ·section 202 hous
ing program budget which assists the 
elderly and handicapped. I support ef
forts to help older Americans to con
vert home equity into income without 
having to sell or move. I am sponsor
ing a massive housing stimulus bill to 
spark life into the homebuilding in
dustry which would help all Ameri
cans. I hope to see more local, State, 
and private initiatives to build housing 
for older Americans. Recently, voters 
in my hometown of Everett-as well as 
voters in Seattle-approved bond 
issues which will mean more and 
better senior citizen housing. I was 
proud to be associated with both of 
those efforts and hope to see many 
more. 

ENERGY 
The largest monthly expense for 

many older Americans is energy and 
the high cost is forcing many of them 
to leave their family homes in search 
of other housing. I am a strong advo
cate of conservation and weatheriza
tion projects as two important means 
of reducing energy costs. Many senior 
citizens live in large, older, poorly in
sulated homes and thus can benefit 
most from those kinds of initiatives. 



May 20, 1982 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 11021 
Recent studies indicate the elderly and 
poor use much less energy than any 
other group, yet spend a much larger 
portion of their income for it. They 
are hit especially hard by oil prices-a 
major reason why I have supported 
controls on oil and gas prices and op
posed the oil import fee which hits 
persons on low and fixed incomes 
hardest. I believe we must continue to 
assist senior citizens who are left with 
the terrifying choice between food and 
freezing. 

HOME ASSISTANCE 

In-home care should be promoted as 
a viable alternative to insti
tutionalization and can be accom
plished by modest expansion of bene
fits for long-term home care, tax in
centives, and expanded home services. 
In many instances, help with a few 
simple household chores can mean the 
difference between living at home and 
being forced to enter an institution. In 
the years ahead, I think we can 
expand and improve access to these 
kinds of services. I also am sponsoring 
legislation to cover hospice services 
under medicare which is an effective, 
humane substitute to expensive, inten
sive hospital care. 

CRIME 

It is unconscionable to me that some 
senior citizens must live in constant 
fear for their property or personal 
safety. I look forward to new initia
tives increasing safety and security, 
promoting community awareness, and 
assisting victims of crime. I would like 
to see expansion of the community 
block watch program to provide volun
tary escorts for seniors who feel the 
need for the added security of a neigh
bor's company. 

TRANSPORTATION 

Viable, affordable public transit is 
essential to the needs of Americans 
who want to be independent, but have 
no other means of transportation. 
Today the public transit system is at a 
critical stage and the Nation faces 
questions that will affect the future of 
transit for many years into the future. 
We cannot afford to back away from 
the commitment to provide bus trans
portation to senior citizens, as well as 
all Americans. 

EMPLOYMENT 

I support the right of older Ameri
cans to work as long as they wish and 
are able. I oppose arbitrary retirement 
ages. I also am sponsoring a Senate 
resolution in support of the communi
ty service employment program which 
is a cost-effective, efficient, and suc
cessful training and placement pro
gram for seniors who want to work. I 
also want to expand opportunities for 
seniors to assist government and in
dustry, in a part-time advisory capac
ity. 

We have made progress few would 
have thought possible in the fight to 
provide dignity and opportunity for 

senior citizens. As I travel around 
Washington State, I am ever-more im
pressed with the success of senior citi
zen activity centers. We have more 
than 150 of them in every nook and 
cranny in the State. They are the 
center of activity in every community, 
not just for seniors, but often for the 
whole community. They provide the 
added benefit of bringing seniors to
gether with other segments of the 
community and a greater degree of 
human understanding is the result. 

We live in an ever-changing society 
and we must be prepared to shift and 
fine tune our course over and over. 
But let us always continue to progress 
and move forward as we consider the 
needs and interests of America's senior 
citizens.e 

HADASSAH'S 70TH 
ANNIVERSARY 

e Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, as a 
cosponsor of Senate Concurrent Reso
lution 62, I am pleased to participate 
in today's celebration commemorating 
the 70th anniversary of Hadassah, the 
Women's Zionist Organization of 
America. 

When Henrietta Szold, "Pioneer Zi
onist, Defender of Democracy," found
ed Hadassah 70 years ago, who dreamt 
that the organization could ever grow 
to 370,000 active members who serve 
thousands of people in both America 
and Israel today? 

Through their determined efforts, 
Hadassah members have provided in
valuable and sustained leadership in 
the American Jewish community. Ha
dassah-the largest women's volunteer 
organization in America-educates its 
members and the Jewish community 
on a myriad of issues-ranging from 
domestic affairs and the civil liberties 
to the Middle East and the oppressed 
Jewry of the Soviet Union, Ethiopia 
and Syria. 

Hadassah's endeavors have not been 
limited to American shores-since 
1912, Israel has been blessed by the 
extensive Hadassah Medical Organiza
tion. Anyone who has ever visited 
Israel recognizes immediately the con
tribution made by the Hadassah Medi
cal Organization. The Hadassah Medi
cal Organization has, since 1912, been 
a pioneer in healing, teaching, andre
search. Hadassah facilities and person
nel rank among the best in the world; 
they provide reassurance to the people 
of Israel who live under seige. Hadas
sah has, for many years, followed the 
Oath of the Hebrew Physician: "You 
shall help the sick, base or honorable, 
stranger or citizen, because he is sick." 

Hadassah, however, has not limited 
itself to caring for the bodily ill. Ha
dassah serves the needy of spirit as 
well. Hadassah's "Youth Aliyah," is a 
child rescue movement which has 
cared about the uncared for. Since 
1934, Hadassah has integrated 185,000 

young people from 80 countries into 
Israeli life. 

These efforts-and so many others 
over the last years-represent the 
commitment of Hadassah to promote 
social equality. 

The word "Hadassah" comes from 
the myrtle plant-an evergreen. Ha
dassah, like the evergreen, endures. 
Hadassah, like the evergreen is ever 
growing. 

Hadassah represents the best of 
things American-spirited women com
mitted to creating a better society. 
Could Henrietta Szold have ever imag
ined the success into which her embry
onic organization would develop? 

I congratulate the members of Ha
dassah on their 70th anniversary and 
am deeply honored to represent the 
over 23,000 women of Pennsylvania 
who are members of such an admira
ble organization. 

TO PRESERVE AMERICA'S 
CLASSICS 

e Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
rise to take note of a truly noteworthy 
event. The classics of American litera
ture are about to be assembled in a 
most exemplary way, the sort of event 
that surely should bring this Chamber 
good cheer. 

I refer to the announcement that 
the first four inaugural volumes of a 
project known as the Library of Amer
ica have been published. This nonprof
it venture will eventually compile, in a 
100-volume set, the works of America's 
most distinguished and treasured au
thors and poets. In the words of Prof. 
Daniel Aaron, president of the library, 
"These books will comprise the Ameri
can library of last resort." 

Last Wednesday, a group of Ameri
ca's best known contemporary writers 
and figures from the world of publish
ing gathered at the Pierpont Morgan 
Library in New York City to mark the 
commencement of this ambitious proj
ect and to note the splendid help being 
given by the Ford Foundation and the 
National Endowment for the Human
ities, among others. 

Mr. President, this attempt to pre
serve the finest of America's rich liter
ary heritage traces, in part, to a sug
gestion made by Edmund Wilson to 
the very distinguished editor, my 
friend, Jason Epstein. Wilson wrote 
Epstein that: 

The kind of thing I would like to see 
would follow the example of the Editions de 
la Pleiade which have included almost the 
whole of the French classics in beautifully 
produced and admirably printed • • • vol
umes. 

The current project promises no less 
than the most satisfactory achieve
ment of Wilson's dream. Mr. Epstein 
himself is involved as are other pub
lishers, editors, and writers ranging 
from Roger Kennedy to Jacqueline 
Onassis. 
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Mr. President, I take this opportuni

ty to commend all those involved with 
"The Library of America" and to wish 
the project well. We all will, indeed, 
profit from their labors. I ask that an 
excellent story about last Wednesday's 
ceremony at the Morgan Library, writ
ten for the New York Times by Mr. 
Herbert Mitgang be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
[From the New York Times, May 14, 19821 

WRITERS HAIL REISSUING OF CLASSICS 

<By Herbert Mitgang) 
In the Pierpont Morgan Library late 

Wednesday evening, Eudora Welty, the 
silver-haired American storyteller, stepped 
slowly onto a platform before 100 invited 
guests, including some of the country's most 
distinguished members of the literary com
munity. 

"I shall read one story," she said. "I love 
stories. And I love this story, 'The Birth
mark.'" 

For the next 20 minutes, the audience was 
transported to 1843 by Nathaniel Haw
thorne's tale of a beautiful, young wife with 
a blemish on her cheek and her husband's 
fatal obsession to remove it. As Miss Welty 
read toward the end, "The fatal hand had 
grappled with the mystery of life ... " the 
story seemed to emerge as a symbolic state
ment about human imperfection, intoler
ance, feminism and marriage, with meaning 
for the 20th century, too. 

This was no ordinary book occasion. Miss 
Welty was one of four aptly chosen read
ers-the others were Robert Penn Warren, 
the novelist, on Harriet Beecher Stowe; 
Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., the historian, on 
Walt Whitman, and Richard Wilbur, the 
poet, on Herman Melville-who had come to 
the great manuscript and print repository at 
Madison Avenue and 36th Street to cele
brate the four inaugural volumes of "The 
Library of America." 

Daniel Aaron, professor of English and 
American literature at Harvard University, 
who is president of the Library of America, 
said: "These books will comprise the Ameri
can library of last resort." 

Eventually, the library will grow to 100 
volumes, collecting the works of the nation's 
foremost authors in authoritative, uniform 
hard-cover editions. This nonprofit publish
ing venture is a tale in itself-of early-resist
ance in some scholarly quarters, of coopera
tion between university presses holding 
copyrights and the series' executives for the 
sake of literary preservation, and of a dream 
that began more than two decades ago with 
a letter from Edmund Wilson, the critic, to 
Jason Epstein, the editor. The letter said in 
part: 

"The kind of thing I would like to see 
would follow the example of the Editions de 
la Pleiade, which have included almost the 
whole of the French classics in beautifully 
produced and admirably printed, then-paper 
volumes ranging from 800 to 1,500 pages." 

Now American readers can have a similar 
American collection, via two distribution 
channels, the Viking Press and Time-Life 
Books. The $25 books will not have to be 
read before they fall apart. 

"They're printed on acid-free paper," said 
Brooke Vincent Astor at the Morgan cere
mony. "Five hundred years from now, when 
they dig up the books, the literature of 
America will be here." 

READINGS AND INTERPRETATIONS 

The first four volumes are Herman Mel
ville's "Typee," "Omoo" and "Mardi," three 
of his works on the South Seas, edited by G. 
Thomas Tanselle; Harriet Beecher Stowe's 
three novels, "Uncle Tom's Cabin," "The 
Minister's Wooing" and "Oldtown Folks," 
edited by Kathryn Kish Sklar; Walt Whit
man's poetry and prose, embracing "Leaves 
of Grass" <the 1855 and 1891-92 versions) 
and "Complete Prose Works," edited by 
Justin Kaplan, and Nathaniel Hawthorne's 
tales, and sketches, "Twice-told Tales," 
"Mosses from the Old Manse," "The Snow 
Image, and Other Twice-told Tales," "A 
Wonder Book for Girls and Boys" and 
"Tanglewood Tales," edited by Roy Harvey 
Pearce. 

Introducing selections from these works, 
the readers offered the audience a liberal 
education about the authors and their rel
evance to the present day. 

Mr. Warren, reading from "Uncle Tom's 
Cabin," in a Deep South accent that has not 
been lost during his years of living in Con
necticut, mocked the critics who said that 
Mrs. Stowe had lacked a real understanding 
of literature. 

NOT A SECTIONAL BOOK 

"She didn't need a Ph.D.-she read all the 
books she was supposed to as a young lady," 
he said. " 'Uncle Tom's Cabin' is not a sec
tional book, not just North and South, but 
about human relations. Mrs. Stowe played 
fair; she made Simon Legree a Yankee. She 
was against racism as well as against slav
ery.'' 

Reading from Melville's "Typee," Mr. 
Wilbur called it a natural best seller. 

"I mean no detraction," he said, because 
"it combines adventure, fantasy and escape 
to an idyllic, delicately erotic place." The 
novel "denounces the conduct of great na
tions, inveighs against imperialists, and, at 
the same time, shows that the Typees could 
be degenerate and cannibalistic." 

Mr. Schlesinger, reading "Crossing Brook
lyn Ferry," said that the poet's vision was 
accurate. 

"Whitman, after all, began as a newspa
perman," he said. 

AUTHORS AT CEREMONY 

He pointed out that the poet was making 
a statement not simply about a river cross
ing, but also about "the passage of man" 
and proved it in soaring language. 

Among the authors at the Morgan cere
mony were Eleanor Clark, Ralph Ellison, 
Carlos Fuentes, Elizabeth Hardwick, Lillian 
Hellman, Irving Howe, R. W. B. Lewis, Wil
liam Maxwell and Charles Ryskamp, who is 
also the library's director. 

Among publishers and editors were Bar
bara Epstein, Jason Epstein, Lawrence 
Hughes, Roger Kennedy, Helen Meyer, Jac
queline Onassis and Cheryl Huber, who is 
executive director of the series. 

For backing the publishing program, trib
ute was paid to the Ford Foundation and 
McGeorge Bundy and the National Endow
ment for the Humanities.e 

SALUTE TO ELLSWORTH 
MISSILE WING 

e Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, re
cently a missile crew from the 44th 
strategic missile wing at Ellsworth Air 
Force Base had the distinct honor of 
winning first place in the Strategic Air 
Command's "Olympic Arena" competi
tion at Vandenburg Air Force Base. 

Col. Joseph L. Stone, Jr., command
er of the 44th strategic missile wing, 
and his missile combat competition 
team are to be commended for their 
top-notch performance in winning the 
highly coveted Blanchard Trophy 
during the "Olympic Arena" competi
tion. 

I have personally visited the missile 
sites and launch control facilities at 
Ellsworth and have had the opportu
nity to observe firsthand the example 
of excellence which is so characteristic 
of the Ellsworth missile crews. The 
first place finish of Ellsworth's combat 
competition team provides some 
much-deserved recognition of the 44th 
SMW's high caliber. 

The citizens of my home State of 
South Dakota are very proud of the 
important role played by Ellsworth 
Air Force Base in our country's de
fense structure. Local officials and 
residents of the Rapid City communi
ty demonstrated their strong support 
for Ellsworth and their pride in Ells
worth's achievements by turning out 
in large numbers recently to welcome 
the winning team back from the 
"Olympic Arena" competition. 

I join my fellow South Dakotans in 
congratulating Col. Joseph L. Stone, 
Jr., and his missile competition team 
for their exemplary performance in 
demonstrating the first-rate capabili
ties of the personnel at Ellsworth. The 
following individuals were members of 
the 44th SMw· Missile Combat Compe
tition team and deserve special recog
nition for their accomplishments: 

First Lieutenant Ken B., Baier. 
First Lieutenant Roger W. Burg. 
First Lieutenant Michae.l D. McDowell. 
First Lieutenant Steven R. Prebeck. 
Technical Sergeant Arthur W. Avant., Jr. 
Staff Sergeant Randy L. Bury. 
Staff Sergeant Harold Blalock, Jr. 
Staff Sergeant Warden L. Evans. 
Sergeant Lee J. Strunk. 
Sergeant Michael Skundberg. 
Sergeant Michael 0. Cloud. 
Sergeant RobertS. Rush. 
Sergeant James Gorka. 
Senior Airman Richard C. Schwartz. 
Senior Airman Ronald J. Morris. 
Senior Airman Laurie L. Trescott. 
Senior Airman Mark P. Koch. 
Senior Airman Robert E. Hayden. 
Senior Airman Wesley T. Peel. 
Airman First Class Raymond E. Hadlock. 
Airman First Class Charles E. Hatch. 
Airman First Class Paul D. Rheault. 
Airman Timothy B. Scott. 
Mr. Arnold Gust. 
We salute you all.e 

RETIREMENT OF DR. OPAL H. 
MANN 

e Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 
recently, one of the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture's most valued and most 
imaginative administrators retired 
after 37 years of dedicated public serv
ice. 

Dr. Opal H. Mann, who, I am proud 
to say, is a Kentuckian, was the 
Deputy Administrator for Home Eco-



May 20, 1982 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 11023 
nomics and Human Nutrition of the 
Extension Service of the Department 
of Agriculture. In Dr. Mann, the De
partment of Agriculture had found an 
administrator who had begun her own 
extension service experience at the age 
of 8 in Morgan County, Ky. as a 4-H 
Club member, and who had carried 
her devotion to extension to the high
est levels of government. 

Perhaps the most remarkable aspect 
of Dr. Mann's career was her farsight
edness in applying new technologies to 
the delivery of government services in 
this important arena. Dr. Mann pio
neered presentations via satellite 
transmission of such things as food 
and nutrition services. This video com
munication expanded opportunities 
for disseminating information and at 
the same time reduced the burden
some expenses in time and money due 
to travel. 

And her dynamic use of technology 
was far from a one-way street of 
taking information to the people. She 
also devised mechanisms for using 
these technologies to bring the people 
to the government, to explain their 
needs through such vehicles as the N a
tiona! Extension Homemakers Club 
national survey. 

Under Dr. Mann's direction, the Ex
tension Service was brought to the 
modern age and kept a step ahead 
with its emphasis on a broad range of 
services such as energy conservation 
and family resource management. 

Dr. Mann exemplifies the ideal of 
the dedicated public servant. She en
tered the Cooperative Extension Serv
ice in 1945 as an assistant county 
home demonstration agent in Breath
itt County, and was State program 
specialist at the University of Ken
tucky when she came to the national 
office in 1971 as Assistant Deputy Ad
ministrator for Home Economics. 

Dr. Mann has never been content to 
confine her good works to her admin
istrative duties. She has served as ad
viser to the National Extension Home
makers Council, has authored numer
ous publications, and has appeared as 
a speaker before many national groups 
and organizations. 

Dr. Mann and her husband, Arnold 
C. Mann, plan to continue to reside in 
College Park, Md., and Dr. Mann plans 
to continue, in a somewhat more re
laxed atmosphere, her interest in and 
contributions to the Cooperative Ex
tension Service. Her future contribu
tions will undoubtedly be as valued as 
her contributions during her public 
career.e 

HADASSAH'S 70th ANNIVERSARY 
e Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, 
Thursday May 20, 1982, marks the 
70th anniversary of Hadassah, the 
Women's Zionist Organization of 
America. Along with many of my col
leagues I am proud to salute the ac-

complishments and the spirit of this 
organization. 

This important organization is 
named for Queen Esther, a woman 
who dedicated herself to the salvation 
of the people of Israel. Hadassah has 
carried on her principles for 70 years, 
expanding its membership throughout 
the United States and Puerto Rico. As 
the largest women's volunteer organi
zation in the United States, Hadassah 
has assisted thousands-particularly 
through the health programs it sup
ports-regardless of race, religion, or 
nationality. Today's members of Ha
dassah sustain a medical center, the 
Hadassah University Hospital, where 
Arabs and Israelis benefit from the 
most modern health care available 
particularly the child rescue rehabili
tation programs, vocational training 
and treatment of eye disorders. In 
recent years, members have also made 
important contributions to land recla
mation efforts in the State of Israel. 

The 370,000 members of Hadassah 
have made lasting contributions to 
Israel and the United States through 
promotion of humanitarian causes. 
The spirit of voluntarism and good 
will of organizations like Hadassah are 
an integral part of our Nation and I 
am pleased to recognize their accom
plishments.• 

S. 2338-SCHOOL BOARD ADDI
TION TO ADVISORY COMMIS
SION ON INTERGOVERNMEN
TAL RELATIONS 

e Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join my colleague Senator 
PERCY as cosponsor of S. 2338, a bill to 
add school boards to the groups that 
make up the Advisory Commission on 
Intergovernmental Relations <ACIR). 
Although ACIR has a long and distin
guished history of effective work in 
the area of intergovernmental rela
tions, to date no local school district 
representative has been permitted to 
participate as a voting member of the 
Commission. 

We can all agree, Mr. President, that 
school districts are an important
indeed indispensable-element of our 
intergovernmental network. According 
to information recently compiled by 
the National School Boards Associa
tion, school districts across this coun
try employ approximately 44 percent 
of the personnel, and expend 36 per
cent of the funds utilized by local gov
ernments. School districts are found in 
49 of the 50 States, and in 41 States 
act independently of other govern
mental entities. In my own State of 
Texas, 1,100 school districts-of which 
1,040 are independent-elect more 
than 7,000 local officials, and employ 
over 330,000 individuals. Of a total 
State budget of $26.5 billion during his 
biennium, $8.1 billion, or nearly one
third is expended under the direction 
of local school districts. 

Clearly, Mr. President, the officials 
whose decisions guide these districts 
have a wealth of experience in inter
governmental relations and in the con
duct of delicate negotiations with Fed
eral, State and local representatives 
whose activities impact on school dis
tricts. School officials have already ex
perienced substantial dislocation from 
Federal budgetary reductions and pro
gram changes. We hear frequent re
ports of difficulty in adjusting to new 
block grants from superintendents 
who support the concept of greater 
local control, but would prefer that 
the mechanics of transferring respon
sibility be more responsive to their 
needs. 

As we take up the administration's 
recommendations regarding imple
mentation of the New Federalism, 
Members of Congress must do all we 
can to assure a smooth transition to 
greater local control of revenue 
sources and the services, projects, and 
programs they support. 

Since the ACIR will continue to be a 
major forum for debate and decision
making, those who will be asked to 
assume the transferred responsibilities 
must be permitted to participate as 
full voting partners in designing the 
New Federalism. It would be a mistake 
to ignore the rich experience of school 
officials at the earliest stages of delib
eration; it would be unfair to force 
school districts to shoulder the bur
dens of taxation and service delivery if 
they are barred from participating in 
the decisions to transfer those respon
sibilities. 

In closing, Mr. President, I believe 
we will all be winners if this bill is en
acted. The school districts will take 
their rightful place at the bargaining 
table; current members of the ACIR 
will benefit by the expertise these offi
cials bring to the deliberations; Mem
bers of Congress will get legislative 
proposals reflecting the concerns of a 
wider spectrum of local officials; and, 
most importantly, the communities 
where taxes are generated and services 
provided will enjoy more broad based 
representation.• 

ANNOUNCEMENT OF POSITION 
ON VOTE NO. 118 

e Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, on 
May 14, at 3:04a.m., the Senate voted 
on legislative rollcall vote No. 118. It 
was a tabling motion. I thought it was 
an up-and-down vote. It was my inten
tion to support the amendment which 
was tabled by that vote. My vote did 
not determine the outcome.e 

SEVENTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF 
HADASSAH 

• Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, today 
there will be a ceremony at the White 
House commemorating the 70th anni-
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versary of Hadassah, the Women's Zi
onist Organization of America. 

Founded on February 24, 1912, this 
humanitarian service organization now 
is the largest women's volunteer orga
nization in the United States, with 
370,000 members in all 50 States and 
Puerto Rico. 

Through the commitment and dedi
cation of its members, Hadassah has 
made major efforts to promote eco
nomic and social justice, and to create 
a more humane world for all people. 
Hadassah still maintains the world
famous Hadassah-Hebrew University 
Medical Center in Jerusalem, Israel. 
This university is a living expression 
of the common humanitarian, social, 
ethical, religious, and scientific values 
shared between the peoples of the 
United States and Israel. 

As a cosponsor of the resolution con
gratulating Hadassah on its 70th anni
versary, I would like to commend my 
colleagues to join the White House in 
commemorating the occasion.e 

FIRST CONCURRENT BUDGET 
RESOLUTION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
understand that we will now return to 
another Democrat amendment. That 
would be to Senator SASSER, who will 
offer a railroad retirement modifica
tion amendment. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. SASSER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Just 

one moment, please. 
Will the Senate please come to 

order. Those who wish to talk, please 
go to the cloakroom. 

The Senator from Tennessee. 
UP AMENDMENT NO. 977 

<Subsequently numbered amend
ment No. 1492) 

<Purpose: To restore annual cost-of-living 
adjustments to railroad retirees) 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

Mr. President, I send this amend
ment on behalf of myself, Senators 
HEINZ, HAWKINS, KASSEBAUM, also Sen
ator EXON, Senator METZENBAUM, Sen
ator RIEGLE, and a number of other co
sponsors from both sides of the aisle. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Tennessee <Mr. 
SASSER), for himself, and other Senators, 
proposes an unprinted amendment num
bered 977. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 977 

On page 2, beginning with line 15, strike 
out through line 21 on page 3 and insert the 
following: 

(2) The appropriate levels of total new 
budget authority are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1982: $777,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1983: $835,329,200,000. 
Fiscal year 1984: $897,031,700,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: $972,834,200,000 minus 

$100,000,000. 
(3) The appropriate levels of total budget 

outlays are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1982: $740,700,000,000 plus 

$100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1983: $783,629,200,000 plus 

$400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1984: $832,331,700,000 plus 

$500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: $889,434,200,000 plus 

$700,000,000. 
(4) The amounts of the deficits in the 

budget which are appropriate in the light of 
economic conditions and all other relevant 
factors are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1982: $117,700,000,000 plus 
$100,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1983: $115,429,200,000 plus 
$400,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1984: $91,331,700,000 plus 
$500,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1985: $64,434,200,000 plus 
$700,000,000. 

(5) The appropriate levels of the public 
debt are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1982: $1,144,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1983: $1,292,129,200,000 plus 

$100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1984: $1,420,060,900,000 plus 

$100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: $1,533,295,100,000 plus 

$100,000,000. 
And the amounts by which the temporary 

statutory limits on such debt should be ac
cordingly increased are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1982: $64,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1983: $147,929,200,000 plus 

$100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1984: $127,931,700,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: $113,234,200,000. 
On page 16, beginning with line 1, strike 

out through line 4 on page 17 and insert the 
following: 

(12) Income Security (600): 
Fiscal year 1982: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$255,800,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $251,500,000,000 plus 

$100,000,000. 
<C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $17,000,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee com

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1983: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$281,800,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $272,600,000,000 plus 

$400,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$2,000,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $18,700,000,000. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1984: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$300,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $288,300,000,000 plus 

$500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: 
<A> New · budget authority, 

$333,000,000,000 minus $100,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $309,800,000,000 plus 
$700,000,000. 

On page 26, beginning with line 15, strike 
out through line 23, and insert the follow
ing: 

(6) The Senate Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources shall report changes in 
laws within the jurisdiction of that commit
tee which provide spending authority as de
fined in section 401(c)(2)(C) of Public Law 
93-344, sufficient to reduce budget author
ity by $102,000,000 and outlays by 
$457,000,000 minus $400,000,000 in fiscal 
year 1983; to reduce budget authority by 
$136,000,000 plus $100,000,000 and outlays 
by $625,000,000 minus $500,000,000 in fiscal 
year 1984; to reduce budget authority by 
$120,000,000 plus $100,000,000 and outlays 
by $744,000,000 minus $600,000,000 in fiscal 
year 1985. 

On page 28, beginning with line 13, strike 
out through line 21 and insert the following: 

01) The House Committee on Energy and 
Commerce shall report changes in laws 
within the jurisdiction of that committee 
which provide spending authority as defined 
in section 401(c)(2)(C) of Public Law 93- 344, 
sufficient to reduce budget authority by 
$514,000,000 and outlays by $1,031,000,000 
minus $400,000,000 in fiscal year 1983; to 
reduce budget authority by $741,000,000 
plus $100,000,000 and outlays by 
$1,230,000,000 minus $500,000,000 in fiscal 
year 1984; and to reduce budget authority 
by $815,000,000 plus $100,000,000 and out
lays by $1,439,000,000 minus $600,000,000 in 
fiscal year 1985. 

The cosponsors of the amendment 
are Senators BIDEN, BRADLEY, BUR
DICK, ROBERT C. BYRD, CANNON, EAGLE
TON, EXON, FORD, HART, HEFLIN, JACK
SON, KENNEDY, LONG, MATSUNAGA, MEL
CHER, METZENBAUM, MOYNIHAN, PRYOR, 
RANDOLPH, RIEGLE, ZORINSKY, CHILES, 
MITCHELL, SARBANES, HEINZ, DUREN
BERGER, HAWKINS, KASSEBAUM, PRES
SLER, and WEICKER. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
shall be 1 hour equally divided on this 
amendment under the previous order. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I did 
not hear the Chair. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, 
the Senate is almost but not quite in 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will be 1 hour equally divided under 
the previous order. 

The Senate will please come to order 
so the Senator from Tennessee may 
begin. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, in con
formity with an agreement just made 
with the distinguished Senator from 
New Mexico, I ask unanimous consent 
that the time agreement be reduced to 
allow 20 minutes to the side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

The Chair hears none, and it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, this is a 
very simple amendment. Let me sum 
up, if I may, the three points that the 
amendment covers. 

This amendment impacts on more 
than 1 million railroad retirees across 
the Nation. First, the amenchnent pro-
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vides money in the budget to permit 
the 7.4 percent cost-of-living adjust
ment to be paid to the Nation's 1 mil
lion railroad retirees for fiscal years 
1982 and 1983. 

The cost-of-living adjustment will be 
paid on July 1, 1982. It also permits a 
cost-of-living adjustment for railroad 
retirees at the level of the Consumer 
Price Index for 1984 and 1985. 

Under the budget resolution, the 
cost-of-living adjustments for 1984 and 
1985 are capped at 4 percent. Of 
course, the budget resolution freezes 
the cost-of-living adjustment for 1982-
83. 

If this Amendment is adopted, these 
cost-of-living adjustments for railroad 
retirees might be at the level of the 
6.5-percent range for railroad retirees 
in 1984 and 1985. 

Indeed, the budget assumption on 
which this budget resolution is based 
assumes a 6.5-percent rate of inflation 
in fiscal year 1984-85. 

Second, Mr. President, the amend
ment provides for full appropriations 
for the dual benefits received by those 
railroad retirees who were guaranteed 
such a benefit when the Congress 
passed the Railroad Retirement Act of 
1974. 

The dual benefit goes to railroad re
tirees who were retired as of 1974 or 
who at the time of"the passage of the 
act in 1974 had 10 years of work histo
ry with the railroad. It was considered 
that if they had 10 years of work his
tory, their rights vested under the old 
act and under the law then obtaining. 

I might note that when the Reagan 
administration first attempted to 
reduce this dual benefit by some 21 
percent in 1981, the move was defeat
ed in this body by a vote of 61 to 34. 
So the Senate has deliberated this 
matter on a prior occasion and has 
spoken in no uncertain terms that it 
did not wish to see the dual benefit re
duced or diminished, and certainly not 
by the 21 percent level as the adminis
tration had previously sought to do. 

This dual benefit diminishes over 
time and will be eliminated gradually 
as the older retirees pass from the 
system due to the attrition of time. 

Finally, the amendment provides 
funds for the operation of the 94 rail
road retirement officers scattered 
around this country, including the 
very important central office in Chica
go and the three field offices that 
happen to be located in my native 
State of Tennessee. These field offices 
are central and necessary and crucial 
to effective administration of the rail
road retirement system. 

I know that my colleagues realize 
that there are railroad retirees in 
every State in this Union. To give an 
example, in the State of Alabama 
there are 15,300 railroad retirees; in 
the State of Arizona, 13,500; in the 
State of Florida, 48,000; in the State of 
Georgia, 22,000. I see the distinguished 

Senator from Louisiana in the Cham
ber. There are 13,500 railroad retirees 
in the State of Louisiana who would 
be affected by this legislation. 

I give this information by way of il
lustration and to indicate that these 1 
million railroad retirees are scattered 
all across the 50 States of the Union. 

These are good, hard-working men 
and women who have worked to build 
the railway system in this country. At 
the time they retired, they expected to 
have the full benefits of their retire
ment program as set forth in the Rail
road Retirement Act of 1974. They are 
entitled to that, and this amendment 
provides that they will have these ben
efits, pursuant to the solemn act of 
Congress which bestowed these bene
fits on them in 1974. 

What we are saying by this amend
ment is this, simply stated: that Con
gress stands by its commitment that 
was made to these men and women in 
1974. That is the nutshell of this 
amendment. There is nothing compli
cated about it. It means nothing more 
and nothing less. 

If we want our railroad employees to 
know that we stand behind their hard 
work, I urge my colleagues to vote for 
this amendment. If we want to suggest 
that we really do not care about the 
integrity of the railroad retirement 
legislation which was passed in 1974 
by this body and by the House of Rep
resentatives, and signed into law by 
the President of the United States, 
then I suppose a vote against this 
amendment is in order. 

Frankly, Mr. President, I am confi
dent that the majority of my col
leagues will want to honor this com
mittment to the railroad retirees of 
this country who retired and relied on 
legislation that was passed here some 
8 years ago. 

Mr. President, how much time re
mains to my side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twelve 
minutes and 45 seconds. 

Mr. SASSER. I yield to the distin
guished Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I thank the 
distinguished Senator from Tennessee. 

I ask the Chair to advise me when 5 
minutes have expired. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to join 
the Senator from Tennessee in offer
ing this amendment to restore the 
cost-of-living increase and fully fund 
the dual benefits to maintain the field 
offices of the railroad retirement 
system. 

The Budget Committee has reported 
a resolution which, in effect, would 
cause unnecessary harm to more than 
1 million railroad retirees. 

First and foremost, the committee 
has eliminated the cost-of-living in
crease for retirees which was sched
uled to take effect on July 1, 1982. 
Railroad retirement is quite a bit dif
ferent from any of the other matters 
that have come before us on a budget 

issue. It is a completely self-financed 
system, based upon employee and em
ployer contributions. There is no 
reason to eliminate the COLA for 
these retirees, because the Govern
ment does not pay for these COLA's. I 
want to emphasize that. This is not 
Government money we are talking 
about. This is the money of the em
ployees and the employers themselves. 

All payments made to the railroad 
retirement system are totally paid by 
the railroad industry-management 
and labor. 

But one thing will happen, and that 
is further erosion in retiree income 
caused by a Congress that is totally in
sensitive to the plight of these hard
pressed senior citizens, if we do not act 
favorably on our amendment. 

The committee's action did not stop 
with this arbitrary denial to the rail
road retirees of the COLA they had 
every right to expect. The committee 
also reneged on the promise given to 
the railroaders with regard to the so
called windfall benefit-actually, a 
misnomer. 

In 1974, Congress decided to elimi
nate the possibility of railroaders 
earning retirement benefits under 
both railroad retirement and social se
curity. However, those individuals al
ready entitled to benefits from both 
systems would receive what is called a 
dual benefit or windfall benefit. As I 
previously stated, that windfall appel
lation is somewhat misleading, because 
it is a benefit which was earned. 

In 1983, $430 million is needed to 
fully fund the dual benefit. The com
mittee has seen fit to provide only 
$379 million, a shortfall of $51 million. 
This action is not only unfair; it is ac
tually-and I emphasize this-contrary 
to the expressed will of this body. The 
Senate spoke to this issue in Novem
ber of last year. At that time, by a 2-
to-1 margin, the Senate adopted an 
amendment I had offered and voted to 
fully fund the dual benefits. 

I do not believe that the commit
ment of the Senate to meet its obliga
tion to these retirees has changed. I 
cannot support this action by the 
Budget Committee, and I do not be
lieve that the Senate as a whole will 
consent to inflict this cruel and unnec
essary punishment upon retirees who 
have rightfully earned these benefits. 

I urge my colleagues to join us in 
correcting an unjust decision. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I yield 
to the distinguished Senator from 
Maryland. 

SENATOR SARBANES SUPPORTS THE RAILROAD 
RETIREMENT SYSTEM 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
am very pleased to join the Senator 
from Tennessee as a cosponsor of this 
important amendment to protect the 
earned retirement benefits of over 1 



11026 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 20, 1982 

million railroad retirement benefici
aries and to preserve the integrity of 
the Federal railroad retirement 
system. This Nation's retired railroad 
employees spent their working years 
safeguarding one of our country's 
most valuable resources, our rail trans
portation system. These dedicated 
workers paid into their retirement 
system and now rely on receiving their 
established benefits. If their benefits 
are unfairly diminished these railroad 
workers and their families will not be 
able to live their retirement years in 
the dignity and financial independ
ence which their hard work over the 
years has earned them. 

This amendment addresses three 
specific aspects of the railroad retire
ment system. First, it retains the 
scheduled July 1982 cost-of-living ad
justment for railroad retirees, and 
maintains future COLA's as currently 
calculated to the Consumer Price 
Index. For the many older Americans 
living on fixed incomes, the annual 
COLA is an indisputable necessity in 
this time of continuing economic hard
ship. Railroad retirees rely on receiv
ing their annual adjustment this 
summer in order to enable them to 
meet the rising cost of living. It is in
equitable and unfair to single out re
tirees for a major cut in their retire
ment benefits in order to achieve sav
ings in the budget. 

Second, the amendment funds the 
railroad retirement dual benefits ac
count for fiscal year 1983-85 at the 
level necessary to insure the payment 
of full benefits to all retirees. In 1974, 
Congress made a commitment to 
paying the cost of this dual-benefit 
program for those retirees who previ
ously had been eligible for both social 
security and retirement benefits, until 
the program phases itself out through 
the attrition of existing beneficiaries. 
Yet sufficient funds have never been 
appropriated to cover the cost of these 
dual benefits. 

For example, in fiscal year 1982 
while $440 million was authorized to 
pay these obligated benefits, only $350 
million was actually appropriated. 
Through a series of amendments, 
which I strongly supported, an addi
tional $29 million was eventually 
added, but the 400,000 railroad retir
ees who are entitled to dual benefits 
still suffered a 15-percent cut in their 
benefit payments. These benefits have 
been promised to retired railroad 
workers, and Congress must live up to 
its obligation to fully fund this au
thorized program. 

Finally, the amendment assures the 
continued operation of the Railroad 
Retirement Board and its field offices 
at current levels of service. The admin
istration's proposal to abolish the 
Railroad Retirement Board and to 
transfer its many functions to the 
Social Security Administration, to a 
private pension fund-which does not 

yet exist-and to the States by Octo
ber 1, 1982, would be an administrative 
nightmare. It would severely tax the 
already-strained resources of social se
curity and the States, and would have 
a chaotic impact on the retirement, 
disability, sickness, and unemployment 
benefits of railroad workers. 

The railroad retirement system is of 
critical importance to many of our citi
zens-retired employees, their spouses 
and widows-who depend on these 
benefits for their daily existence. We 
must not break our commitment to 
these workers, who have planned for 
their retirement based on guarantees 
made by the Government and who 
have contributed so much to our na
tional strength. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, how 
much time remains to our side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eight 
minutes. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I yield 
2 minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Nebraska. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I thank 
my friend from Tennessee who I have 
the honor of serving with on the 
Budget Committee. 

One of the reasons that I could not 
support the original budget that was 
reported out of the Budget Committee 
was during our deliberations when we 
were talking about COLA for the vari
ous groups I specifically asked the 
question and got the answer "no." We 
were not treating both tier 1 and tier 2 
of the railroad retirement system as 
we were treating the other retirees. 

I think that is a mistake, and I cer
tainly hope that the amendment being 
offered by the Senator from Tennes
see, which I am pleased to be an origi
nal cosponsor of, will be accepted by 
the Senate. 

I would suggest to my colleagues 
that we should accept this in fairness 
if for no other reason. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, the dis
tinguished senior Senator from Penn
sylvania had indicated earlier by way 
of his staff that he wished to speak to 
this amendment. I do not see the Sen
ator in the Chamber at the moment. 

Mr. President, I yield 3 minutes to 
the distinguished Senator from Michi
gan. 

Mr. RIEGLE. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, this amendment on 

railroad retirement would provide for 
the maintenance of COLA adjust
ments under the railroad retirement 
system, as provided under current law, 
and would provide full funding to the 
so-called dual-benefit-windfall compo
nent for fiscal year 1983, fiscal year 
1984, and fiscal year 1985. 

There are several points that should 
be made. 

First, this is a bipartisan amend
ment, enjoying the strong support of 
Members from both sides of the aisle. 

Second, this amendment is intended 
to correct a major inequity in the 
pending budget resolution. Under this 
resolution, cost-of-living adjustments 
are provided for social security recipi
ents, but are denied to railroad retir
ees. However, railroad retirees do not 
draw social security and therefore 
would be denied any cost-of-living ad
justment. The freeze on railroad retir
ees COLA's would create a tremendous 
and unfair disparity between railroad 
and nonrailroad retirees in this coun
try. The first part of this amendment 
is intended to put the railroad retirees 
on the same footing as social security 
recipients by extending to them their 
rightful cost-of-living adjustment. 

The next point is that the second 
part of this amendment is intended to 
restore the COLA for the private pen
sion equivalent component of the rail
road retiree annuity. This component, 
which is calculated at 32.5 percent of 
the social security COLA, is already 
bought and paid for by the railroad in
dustry-management and labor. Em
ployees themselves contribute 2 per
cent of their pay in order to assure the 
continued payment of these COLA's 
for their railroad annuity. 

The Government does not pay for 
these COLA's. The basic railroad retir
ee annuity is entirely funded by the 
railroad industry itself-by manage
ment and labor contributions to a 
trust fund. These contributions go di
rectly into a trust fund. The freeze on 
these COLA's will result in no freeing 
of general revenues that could be used 
for other purposes. The budget sav
ings supposed by the pending budget 
resolution are fictitious in this regard. 

This amendment would also provide 
full funding for the so-called dual-ben
efit windfall. Prior to 1974, railroad 
employees with adequate railroad and 
nonrailroad employment were entitled 
to draw benefits under both the Rail
road Retirement Act and the Social 
Security Act. In 1974, Congress elimi
nated dual-benefit coverage and au
thorized annual appropriations 
through the year 2000 for windfall 
benefits for railroad retirees who had 
retired prior to 1974 to partially com
pensate them for their loss of benefits. 

Congress thereby made a commit
ment to this class of nearly 400,000 
railroad retirees to pay the cost of the 
dual-benefit program as the dual-bene
fit entitlement was phased out 
through the attrition of its existing 
beneficiaries. As recently as November 
15, 1981, the Senate voted by a vote of 
61 to 34 for full funding of the so
called dual-benefit-windfall account, in 
the context of the continuing resolu
tion. 

The pending budget resolution 
would freeze the contribution to this 
account at $379 million while approxi
mately $430 million is needed to fund 
this account. This would result in a 
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benefit reduction of approximately 15 
percent. 

So for those reasons I hope the 
Senate will support this amendment. 

Mr. SASSER. I thank the Senator 
from Michigan. 

Mr. President, how much time is re
maining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two 
minutes and fifty seconds. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I re
serve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, if 
the Senator will yield for a question, I 
note he told the Senator from Louisi
ana how many railroad retirees are in 
his State. How many are in his State 
by chance? 

Mr. SASSER. The distinguished 
Senator from Minnesota will be inter
ested to know that there are 27,400 
railroad retirees in his State. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain
der of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
wonder if the manager on this side will 
yield for a question? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
am delighted to yield to the distin
guished Senator from Arizona for a 
question, for a statement, or for any 
other purpose that he may have in 
mind. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I wish to ask a 
question because a statement has been 
made, and it is true that this COLA in
crease will come out of funds provided 
by the Railroad Retirement Act. I just 
wish to ask how many railroads have 
been in a profit position in the last 10 
years? Does the Senator know? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Would the Sen
ator care to rephrase that question 
and ask someone who can name the 
railroads that have been in a profit po
sition in the last 10 years? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. It is my under
standing there are only one or two 
railroads in this country that have 
been making money, and if that is the 
case I wish to know where these funds 
are going to come from to provide a 
cost-of-living increase for the retirees. 
As beneficial and desirous as that 
might be I think once again we are 
looking for that old money tree. 

Is there any answer to that? 
Would the Senator from Tennessee 

care to answer? 
Mr. SASSER. I am sure the Senator 

from Arizona was addressing the ques
tion to the manager of the bill. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I assume that 
the Senator from Arizona is address
ing it to the proponents of the amend
ment. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
would be very happy to. I do not think 
he would want to yield from his time. 

Mr. SASSER. I will attempt to 
answer the Senator's question but I do 
not want it to count against my time. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. It is an impor
tant question. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, 
we will be pleased to yield time to the 
Senator from Arizona if he wishes to 
pursue this question with the Senator 
from Tennessee. The Senator from 
Colorado has no idea, to answer his 
question. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank the Sen
ator. 

Does the Senator from Tennessee 
care to answer? 

Mr. SASSER. I will just say to my 
distinguished and able friend from Ar
izona that there are some railroads in 
this country in a profit position. For 
example, in my area of the country 
the Southern Railway System and 
until just I think recently and perhaps 
still the L. & N. Railroad are in a 
profit position. 

But this is a solemn commitment 
that was made to these railroad retir
ees contained in the Railroad Retire
ment Act of 1974. 

Prior to the passage of the Railroad 
Retirement Act in 1974 many of these 
railroad retirees were entitled to a 
dual benefit. One came from the Rail
road Retirement Act, the old Railroad 
Retirement Act, and the second, many 
of them were entitled to social securi
ty payments. 

Now, in an effort to even that out 
this was all incorporated into the 1974 
Railroad Retirement Act which de
prived many of the retirees who re
tired prior to, or all the retirees who 
retired prior to, 1974, who were also 
entitled to social security benefits and 
the COLA that went with that, de
prived them of those benefits. 

It is a rather complex fact situation 
I would say to my distinguished friend 
from Arizona, and one that is difficult 
to explain quickly and easily. But 
there was an effort, as I am sure that 
the Senator from Arizona will recall, 
an effort on the part of Congress to 
even out the discrepancy between 
those who retired prior to 1974 were 
receiving benefits under the old act, 
and also receiving benefits under 
social security. This was incorporating 
all of those old retirees into the 1974 
act where they would have been enti
tled to COLA's under the social securi
ty bill. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I realize all 
that. What I am trying to get at is, No. 
1, how much is this going to cost? 

Mr. SASSER. The cost has been fig
ured at $1.7 billion over a 4-year 
period. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. All right. How 
much money is there to pay that? Do 
you have enough funds in the Rail
road Retirement Act to pay that? 

Mr. SASSER. Well, I would say to 
my friend from Arizona that the Rail
road Retirement Act is self-financing 
based on the funds paid into the 
system by the railroad workers and 
companies. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am only trying 
to find out if there is enough money to 
pay this bill. 

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, I can answer his 
question. The answer is, yes. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Fine. 
Mr. HEINZ. According to a CBO 

study, there is enough money to pay 
all these benefits through the end of 
the decade, based on intermediate eco
nomic assumptions. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. That $1.5 billion 
in the next 3 years, the fund has that 
much in it? 

Mr. HEINZ. That is included. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. I am very inter

ested because I was in charge of this 
legislation for 12 years, and I never 
knew that. 

Mr. HEINZ. The Senator must have 
done something right because it is in 
good financial shape right now. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. It is something 
of a miracle. when the railroad busi
ness is pretty much in the hole, and 
you can afford $1.5 billion for COLA's. 

Mr. HEINZ. It just shows what a 
fine job the Senator from Arizona was 
doing. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. We do not have 
the railroads making money in Arizo
na. 

Mr. HEINZ addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. HEINZ. I rise in support of the 

amendment, so I think I need time 
from Senator SASSER. 

Mr. SASSER. I yield 2 minutes to 
the distinguished Senator from Penn
sylvania. We have 2 minutes 50 sec
onds remaining. 

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the amendment introduced 
by the Senator from Tennessee, which 
I am proud to have cosponsored. This 
is not the first time that I have come 
to the Senate floor to defend the bene
fits of railroad retirees from arbitrary 
budget cuts. Last December, I came to 
the Senate floor to dissuade the Office 
of Management and Budget from arbi
trarily making an additional cut of 12 
percent in the so-called dual or "wind
fall" benefits-a cut which OMB 
would have imposed fully on its own 
initiative, and in direct contravention 
of congressional intent. I said at that 
time that OMB's planned actions were 
probably illegal-and subsequently, 
both the General Accounting Office 
<GAO) and the Congressional Re
'search Service <CRS) have confirmed 
that legal opinion. 

More recently, I have spoken out 
against OMB's premature and ill-con
ceived proposal to abolish the Rail
road Retirement Board and divide its 
functions between the Social Security 
Administration and some private cor
poration. 

In short, I have come to the floor be
cause there has been a repeated as
sault on the railroad retirement 
system and its 1 million beneficiaries, 
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more than 86,000 of whom reside in 
my own State of Pennsylvania. 

Mr. President, I will try to summa
rize my main point as follows: I think 
the proposal of the Budget Committee 
which it came forward with is unfair, 
technically infeasible, and illogical. 
Apart from that there is nothing 
wrong with it. 

It is unfair because this is the only 
group of people who have their bene
fits cut this year. The year 1982 is the 
year this freeze is supposed to go into 
effect. 

It is technologically infeasible as a 
small point of interest because there is 
no time to adjust the computer tape 
for July 1982. Outside of that it is also 
illogical for the very simple reason 
that-and it is a rather complicated 
discussion-but the essence of it is 
that whatever benefits you get out of 
tier 1 or tier 2, that benefit is the 
result of social security plus a fixed 
amount that you get from railroad re
tirement. 

If social security goes up and rail
road retirement is frozen, you do not 
get a penny more under railroad re
tirement. That does not make any 
sense, does it? If we vote a social secu
rity increase for dually entitled rail
road employees, and there are many of 
them, they will not get anything out 
of that increase in social security. So I 
say what we have is illogical. 

I am, therefore, delighted to join my 
colleague from Tennessee in sponsor
ing this amendment which would ac
complish three basic ends: 

First, it would restore the annual 
cost-of-living increase for railroad re
tirees, which the budget resolution 
would have us skip in July 1982 and 
then cap at 4 percent in 1983 and in 
1984. 

Second, this amendment would pro
vide for full funding of the so-called 
dual or windfall benefits in fiscal years 
1983-85. 

Third, this amendment would make 
it clear that the Congress of the 
United States wants the Railroad Re
tirement Board's network of field of
fices preserved-and not obliterated, 
as the Office of Management and 
Budget mistakenly has recommended. 

I shall now address in detail the 
need for these three separate parts of 
the amendment. 

COST-OF-LIVING INCREASE 

The budget resolution applying to 
railroad retirement cost-of-living in
creases has to be modified-in my 
judgment-for four reasons: It is 
unfair. It is technically infeasible. It is 
illogical. And because it is illogical, it 
produces results which can only be de
scribed, kindly, as weird results. 

UNFAIR 

It is unfair, because this cut in the 
cost-of-living increase comes after a 
year in which railroad retirees, as I ex
plained earlier, were the only group of 
retirees that got an actual reduction in 

their monthly benefits-the cut in the 
so-called dual or windfall benefits to 
nearly 400,000 annuitants nationwide, 
more than 30,000 of whom reside in 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. President, I believe the proposed 
cost-of-living freeze is also unfair be
cause the inflation adjustment for 
railroad retirees is only a partial ad
justment at best. The railroad benefit 
formula, which is extremely compli
cated, consists of two parts: a tier 1 
benefit, which is essentially a social se
curity benefit, and a tier 2 benefit, 
which is a railroad staff pension based 
solely on rail earnings and contribu
tions. The so-called windfall benefit is 
paid in addition to the tier 2 benefit
however, the tier 2 benefit is reduced 
when an annuitant is eligible for the 
windfall, a point which has eluded 
many of those who have commented 
on this subject. 

Now, the cost-of-living provisions 
under the law normally provide a per
centage increase to tier 1 benefits 
which is the same as the social securi
ty benefit increase-because this tier 1 
benefit is, in essence, a social security 
benefit. The tier 2 benefit is only in
creased by 32.5 percent of the social 
security benefit increase, so that the 
combined benefit increase to tiers 1 
and 2 is well below the rate of infla
tion. Finally, the so-called windfall 
benefit is frozen at entitlement, which 
means it is not adjusted at all for in
flation. For example, a windfall bene
fit awarded in January 1975 would be 
worth today only 55 percent of its 
original value, because the CPI in
creased by 81 percent between Janu
ary 1975 and March 1982. 

I say to my friends in the Senate, on 
both sides of the aisle, that to deny an 
automatic cost-of-living increase under 
these circumstances, is patently 
unfair. 

TECHNICALLY INFEASIBLE 

This proposal to skip the July 1982 
benefit increase is also technically in
feasible. By the time this budget reso
lution is passed and agreed to by both 
Houses, it will be impossible for the 
Railroad Retirement Board to change 
its computer tapes in time, unless the 
Railroad Retirement Board uses the 
benefit tape for the prior month, and 
thereby runs the substantial risk of 
paying a large number of incorrect 
benefit amounts-and benefits to ineli
gible people. 

Mr. President, I believe my col
leagues in the Senate are committed 
to reducing error in the payment of 
public benefits-not compounding it. 

This proposal to freeze and then cap 
the railroad cost-of-living increase is 
also illogical because-as I said earlier, 
the railroad retirement tier 1 benefit 
is the legal equivalent of the social se
curity benefit. To allow a cost-of-living 
increase for social security, and not for 
tier 1 benefits, just does not make any 
sense, when the budget resolution, and 

the full Senate by a rollcall vote, 
stated, as we should, that the full 
social security benefit increase of 7.4 
percent will be paid in July. 

Furthermore, because individuals 
who are entitled to both social securi
ty and railroad retirement benefits 
have their railroad benefit offset by 
their social security benefit, the in
crease in social security benefits could 
result in some retirees actually getting 
lower amounts from railroad retire
ment. In addition, because there is a 
financial interchange between the two 
systems, what the budget resolution 
means, in effect, is that the social se
curity system will transfer money to 
the Railroad Retirement Board to pay 
these cost-of-living increases, but the 
Railroad Retirement Board will be le
gally prohibited from paying that cost
of-living increase to the beneficiaries 
entitled. That is why I said earlier 
that this illogical budget proposal pro
duces weird results. 

For these reasons, it behooves the 
Senate to recognize the basic unfair
ness of this proposal, acknowledge the 
technical problems and the logical fal
lacy, and amend the budget resolution 
to pay full cost-of-living increases to 
railroad retirees this July. 

DUAL OR WINDFALL BENEFITS 

Mr. President, this amendment 
would also restore full funding for the 
railroad retirement dual or windfall 
benefits. 

Mr. President, these were benefits 
which Congress promised to railroad 
retirement annuitants in 1974, when it 
changed the law regarding dual social 
security and railroad retirement bene
fits. The Government of the United 
States promised those who were vested 
as of January 1, 1975, that their rights 
under prior law would be protected. 
Congress has no right to renege on 
this solemn promise, and we have a 
moral obligation to fulfill this pledge. 

Mr. President, the amount of fund
ing required for full payment of these 
benefits will be declining every year, 
as the following table illustrates: 
Budget projection of railroad retirement ac

counts windfall benefit payment amounts 
if there is no cutback 

Fiscal year: Millions 
1981-82 .................................................... $440 
1982-83 ..................................................... 430 
1983-84 ..................................................... 420 
1984-85 ..................................................... 405 
1985-86 ..................................................... 385 
1986-87 ..................................................... 365 

By 1987 or 1988, $350 million will be 
sufficient to finance these benefits. 
Moreover, this decline in funding
which is apparent in nominal terms-is 
even more stark in real terms. The 
Budget Committee projects inflation 
at 6.9 percent in 1982, 1983, 1984, and 
6.4 percent in 1985. 

When these inflation rates are ap
plied to the funding level required for 
full funding of these windfall benefits, 
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it is apparent that these dual railroad 
retirement benefits are making a 
steadily smaller claim on the Federal 
budget. 

Finally, I think it is important to 
have full funding of these railroad 
benefits so that we protect older 
Americans from the ups and downs of 
a fitful public policy. Just remember 
what happened last year to these rail
road retirees. In July 1981 they got a 
cost-of-living increase. On October 1, a 
21-percent cut in their dual benefits. 
On December 1, they received no 
windfall benefits. Then a check was 
paid at a 21-percent reduction around 
the middle of December. They have 
been receiving benefits at a 15-percent 
reduction since January 1982 with a 
check in mid-February repaying them 
for the difference between a 15-per
cent reduction and the 21-percent re
duction during October, November, 
and December. 

Mr. President, I submit this che
quered pattern of public policy causes 
extreme and unnecessary uncertainty 
in the lives of these people, more un
certainty than any of us could toler
ate, let alone be tolerated by those 
who are dependent on these retire
ment checks as their primary, if not 
sole source of income. 

RAILROAD RETIREMENT FIELD OFFICES 

Mr. President, the Office of Manage
ment and Budget has two strategies 
for abolishing the Railroad Retire
ment Board. The overt strategy is the 
one recommended in the budget to 
abolish the Board and split its func
tions between social security and a pri
vate corporation. Mr. President, this 
proposal has so little likelihood of ac
ceptance by my colleagues in the 
House and in the Senate, that OMB 
has a reserve strategy, one which they 
have been pursuing for several years, 
which is to cut the administrative ex
penses of the Railroad Retirement 
Board, and thereby reduce, and even
tually close, two-thirds of its field of
fices, and slowly strangle the Railroad 
Retirement Board to death. 

Mr. President, this is another patent 
attempt by the Office of Management 
and Budget to obtain through its own 
machinations that which it cannot win 
directly from congressional intent. 

It is important that this hidden 
strategy of strangling the Railroad Re
tirement Board be exposed for what it 
is, and that my colleagues join with 
me and Senator SASSER and others, to 
say loudly and clearly that the Rail
road Retirement Field Service has to 
be preserved. 

Mr. President, I commend the distin
guished Senator from Tennessee for 
introducing this amendment, and I 
urge my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to join us in support of rail
road retirees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
yield such time as he may need to the 
the Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. NICKLES. I thank the Senator 
from Colorado. 

I rise in opposition to the amend
ment of my friend and colleague from 
Tennessee. 

I have heard several statements 
made here, and I read the letter sent 
out by the railroad union, and I must 
take issue with some of the comments 
that were made. 

I heard one of our colleagues say 
that this is a private plan, that all the 
payments were made by railroad em
ployees and by the railroad companies. 

That is not correct. Mr. President, 
this is the only retirement system, the 
only private retirement system in the 
United States, that is subsidized by 
U.S. taxpayers. All other retirement 
systems, all other pensions, are paid 
for out by the private sector, with the 
exception of the railroad retirement 
system, and of course, those retirees 
can receive a windfall benefit. 

There has been a lot of debate and a 
lot of people saying that the windfall 
benefits are deserved. I do not think 
most people in the Senate understand 
what the windfall benefit is. Basically, 
if you look at the social security bene
fit formula, there is a subsidy, a wel
fare benefit in that the formula is 
weighted toward the lower end of the 
scale. Now when that weighted formu
la is applied twice to one's career earn
ings split between rail employment 
and nonrail employment, rather than 
one to total career earnings, one re
ceives basically two of the lower subsi
dies or welfare benefits coming from 
the social security system, which is the 
windfall component. 

Congress realized that was wrong 
and said, "We will stop this inequity." 
In 1974 Congress passed legislation 
and said, "We will subsidize railroad 
retirement by funding windfalls out of 
general revenues at $250 million a year 
for 25 years, and the total cost will be 
$6.25 billion." 

Now all of a sudden we find out that 
$250 million is not enough, so rail 
labor and management came back and 
asked for $350 million, and last year 
we increased it to $379 million. Now 
rail labor and management are want
ing to increase it up to $430 million for 
fiscal year 1983. 

It could conceivably go up to $500 
million a year, so we are talking about 
a half-billion-dollar subsidy into a pri
vate pension plan by the Federal Gov
ernment every year to subsidize a pri
vate pension plan. I do not think the 
taxpayers want to subsidize this pri
vate pension plan, and I do not think 
they should have to. 

I think that Federal subsidies are a 
mistake, and certainly these increases 
would only perpetuate the mistake. 

It is not a partisan Democratic or 
Republican issue. The Carter adminis-

tration wanted to put a freeze on this 
subsidy. The Carter administration 
submitted legislation to freeze it at a 
maximum of $350 million annually. I 
think if we continue to increase it and 
fully fund it, we are making a serious 
mistake. If it is to be fully funded, let 
us have that funding come from the 
rail industry. 

You might ask yourselves another 
question, too. This is the only private 
pension plan in the United States that 
is tax free. No taxes are paid on rail
road retirement benefits. Retirees pay 
taxes on military retirement benefits, 
on civil service retirement benefits, 
and on all other private pension plans. 
Individuals have to pay taxes, income 
taxes, on their pension benefits that 
they receive greater than their individ
ual contributions that were made, 
with the exception of railroad retire
ment. Forty-one percent of railroad re
tirement benefits are non-social-securi
ty-equivalent benefits, but rather col
lectively bargained private pension 
benefits-tax free. 

When you add that, and the eco
nomic benefits of that are over $200 
million a year, I think you find that 
the rail unions have done very, very 
well in their negotiating for special 
privileges in Congress. They have done 
very, very well. they are specialized in 
the fact that yes, they do have a Fed
eral subsidy. The subsidy right now is 
$379 million. If this amendment passes 
it will go up to $440 million. I do not 
think we need that increased subsidy 
to the railroad pensions. That equals 
something to the tune of $854 per 
active railroad worker today, and 
would increase up to $991 in subsidy 
per active railroad worker if we passed 
this amendment in windfall subsidy 
alone, not to mention the COLA 
changes that we are talking about 
being made. 

If we make the COLA changes, and 
they are added, we are going to in
crease the costs another $1.5 billion 
that is .being added. That is, increase 
costs to a fund that is already begin
ning to go into jeopardy due to declin
ing employment, below projections of 
necessary employment levels when 
those COLA's were granted. I think 
that is som~thing we cannot afford. 

We are not talking about hurting a 
plan with low benefits already. We are 
talking about a plan that has an aver
age retirement benefit in current 
payout status of $893 for a married 
couple as of October 1981, and one in 
which a couple can now draw a maxi
mum benefit of $1,667 per month. 
With that in mind I think that this 
amendment is ill advised. I think it is 
very special interest, and I hope my 
colleagues will reject it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 
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Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I ask 

for the yeas and nays on my amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
RAILROAD RETIREMENT 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I rise in support of the amend
ment being offered by the distin
guished Senator from Tennessee, Mr. 
SASSER. The resolution reported from 
the Budget Committee and endorsed 
by the administration would complete
ly eliminate the cost-of-living adjust
ment in pension benefits scheduled for 
railroad retirees in July. It would cap 
cost-of-living increases in 1983 and 
1984 at 4 percent, no matter how the 
inflation rate might grow. The resolu
tion would make these changes to 
reduce the Kemp-Roth budget gap. 

I think most Americans are willing 
to suffer a little hardship-as long as 
it is fairly evenly distributed-in order 
to help reduce the budget deficits 
facing us. However, the COLA freeze 
.proposed in this resolution is grossly 
unfair, and this is exactly how the 
public does not want us to reduce the 
deficit. General revenues do not fi
nance railroad retirement cost-of
living adjustments. Cutting benefits in 
self-funded pension systems clearly is 
not the path Congress should follow in 
attempting to hold down general reve
nue budget deficits. Yet, that is exact
ly what this resolution proposes to do. 

The Sasser amendment would re
store the scheduled July increase in 
railroad retirement benefits and main
tain future COLA's according to cur
rent law indexing. It would also pro
vide for full funding of the so-called 
dual-benefit component of the retire
ment program. This is the only por
tion of the retirement program fi
nanced by general revenue; they only 
go to a limited group of railroad retir
ees to whom they were promised when 
Congress eliminated their social secu
rity coverage. 

When Congress rewrote the railroad 
compensation law in 1974, it made a 
commitment to protect individuals al
ready entitled to both railroad and 
social security retirement benefits. 
The Senate considered the question of 
full dual-benefit funding last session 
during the appropriations process. We 
determined then that we should not 
renege on pledges of pension income 
to elderly Americans. 

The Sasser amendment would also 
provide that the Railroad Retirement 
Board maintain field offices at their 
current funding levels. 

I commend the Senator from Ten
nessee for his amendment and I am 
proud to add my name as a cosponsor. 
I know that in my own State of West 
Virginia, some 16,000 residents depend 

on promised railroad compensation 
benefits. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I rise in 
strong support of the amendment 
being offered by the distinguished 
Senator from Tennessee, Senator 
SASSER, and I am pleased to be includ
ed as an original cosponsor. 

Mr. President, the budget resolution, 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 92, con
tains certain proposals affecting the 
railroad retirement system which I 
feel are both ill advised and patently 
unfair to the over 1 million railroad re
tirement recipients. 

Included in these proposals are the 
following changes: Elimination of the 
July 1982 COLA, a cap on tier I and 
tier II COLA's for the next 2 years, 
and freezing the appropriation level 
for dual-benefit payments at $379 mil
lion which is $61 million below the full 
funding level. 
, The amendment I rise in support of 
1today would revise these proposals by 
restoring the 1982 COLA, adjusting 
future COLA's to the consumer price 
index, and reestablishing the dual-ben
efit portion of the railroad retirement 
system to its full $440 million appro
priation level. 

In addition, this amendment makes 
the assumption that all railroad retire
ment field offices, including the cen
tral office located in Chicago, will be 
maintained at their current funding 
level. 

Mr. President, I believe that it is 
only fair that we live up to our histori
cal commitment to railroad retirement 
pensioners and, therefore, urge my 
colleagues to join me in support of 
this amendment. 

<RAILROAD RETIREES-AMENDMENT NO. 1492) 

e Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to cosponsor this amendment 
for railroad retirees. This amendment 
would do three things to preserve and 
protect the earned benefits of this Na
tion's 1 million retired railroad work
ers. 

First, this amendment will restore 
the July 1, 1982, cost-of-living adjust
ment of 7.4 percent for railroad retir
ees, and provide for full cost-of-living 
adjustments in the future years. The 
Republican compromise budget now 
before the Senate would eliminate this 
July's adjustment and limit the 1983 
and 1984 cost-of-living adjustments to 
a maximum of 4 percent. 

Second, this amendment will restore 
full funding for the so-called dual 
windfall benefit. The Republican com
promise budget freezes these benefits 
at the current reduced level of only 
$379 million. Railroad retirees are al
ready suffering a 15-percent cut in 
these benefits. This amendment will 
restore their full benefits. 

Third, this amendment will provide 
the necessary funds to keep all of the 
Railroad Retirement Board field of
fices open. We must maintain the vital 

services provided at the field office 
level. 

Mr. President, I have heard from 
thousands of retired railroad workers 
in Florida during the past year. They 
are greatly worried about their retire
ment benefits. Since last October, 
their benefits have been cut, delayed, 
partially restored, and further threat
ened. 

They do not know what to expect 
next from the Federal Government. If 
we pass this amendment, we will help 
to restore their faith in the Govern
ment. I urge the Senate to adopt this 
amendment.e 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
am happy to yield to the Senator from 
Iowa. 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment to the amendment by 
the Senator from Tennessee and I 
send it to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair would advise the Senator that 
the amendment is not in order until 
all has expired on this amendment. 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, would I 
be in order to talk about my amend
ment at this time before I offer it? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I 
admire the intention of the distin
guished Senator from Tennessee and I 
share his concern for the retired rail
road workers. My vote is a matter of 
record of support in past years at 
times that this issue has been brought 
up. 

However, as we all know, these are 
difficult times for the budget. There
fore, I am offering a substitute amend
ment which will provide full funding 
for the dual benefits which retirees 
have earned. I think that whether we 
have a COLA and the other benefits 
that are recommended by the distin
guished Senator from Tennessee, it is 
a matter parallel to other things that 
is being indicated here-it is arbitrary, 
it is judgment, it is opinion, and we are 
thrashing and hashing these things 
out. 

However, the dual benefits are some
thing that, in my opinion, have been 
promised by Congress. They were 
promised in 1974. It is morally wrong, 
it is wrong no matter how you look at 
it, for us to take those away. 

Therefore, the amendment that I 
am offering will add $51 million in 
fiscal year 1983, $41 million in 1984, 
and $26 million in 1985 to bring the 
benefits back to the full funding level. 

Clearly, I think we have an obliga
tion to continue the funding for these 
benefits because the Congress prom
ised in 1974, when the Congress passed 
legislation eliminating dual benefits 
for future retirees, it promised that 
those entitled to benefits as of 1975 
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would receive them. These funds were 
to come from annual appropriations 
from the general revenues until the 
year 2000. 

I strongly feel it is incumbent upon 
the Congress to continue to act in 
good faith by authorizing and appro
priating the necessary funds for these 
benefits. To do otherwise would break 
faith with the American people and 
would damage our credibility with 
them. 

For that reason, I am offering this 
amendment. I hope that it is ready. 
Will the clerk please read the amend
ment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is not in order at this 
time. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi

dent, will the proponent of the amend
ment yield me 2 minutes? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. SASSER. Did the distinguished 
Senator say proponent or opponent? 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Proponent. 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, how 

much time do I have remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirty 

seconds. 
Mr. DURENBERGER. That is fine. 

I will take 13. 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, as 

much as I would like to accommodate 
the Senator from Minnesota, I would 
like to reserve the remaining 30 sec
onds, if I may. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi
dent, that the distinguished Senator 
from Minnesota be allowed 2 minutes 
additional time on this amendment. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Reserving the 
right to object, I wonder if the Sena
tor from Tennessee would be willing, 
in lieu of that, to seek time from the 
bill yielded to him by the distin
guished minority manager. I think 
that would accomplish his intent and 
purpose in the proper manner. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I 
simply wish to reserve myself about 10 
seconds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has 16 seconds remaining. 

Does the manager or the minority 
manager yield time off the resolution? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes, go ahead. 
Mr. SASSER. Two minutes. 
Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi

dent, it is with great pleasure that I 
join today with several of my col
leagues in offering this amendment to 
insure that the 1 million railroad retir
ees in this country will again receive 
the full pension benefits they worked 
many years to earn. 

This amendment raises no new 
issues. During consideration of the 
first continuing resolution last Novem
ber, this Senate approved, by almost a 
2-to-1 margin, an amendment Senator 
METZENBAUM, Senator ROTH, and I of
fered that would have restored the 

benefits of all retirees to their rightful 
level. However, to the dismay of us all, 
our colleagues from the House refused 
to agree to a full restoration of bene
fits. The funds provided by that 
amendment were cut in half by the 
House-Senate conference committee. 
Today we are asking once again that 
the Senate renew that commitment. 

At this point, some background in
formation is in order. Prior to 1974, 
railroad employees could be insured 
under both railroad retirement and 
social security. The benefits that these 
working people built up were part of a 
total compensation package offered 
through their employment and were 
considered deferred wages. In 1974, 
Congress eliminated the possibility of 
future retirees receiving benefits 
under both accounts. Those entitled to 
benefits before 1975, however, were 
exempted from the change and Con
gress authorized annual appropria
tions from general revenues from 1976 
to 2000 to finance the cost of phasing 
out the original program. 

In the last few years, unfortunately, 
the Office of Management and Budget 
has ignored congressional intent by 
failing to request the full appropria
tion required to fund that account, 
making up the short fall from the gen
eral account. This shortsighted action 
on the part of past administrations 
created a serious drain on the whole 
railroad retirement system. 

During the budget reconciliation last 
fall, Congress made several changes in 
the railroad retirement fund. These 
changes were primarily aimed at insur
ing the solvency of the fund and in
cluded many cost saving provisions 
which amounted to $400 million over 
the next 3 years. 

In addition, Congress provided for 
the windfall benefit to be paid out of a 
specific "dual benefits payment ac
count" and stopped the practice of al
lowing shortfalls in the windfall ac
count to be funded by draining the 
general railroad retirement account. 

It was not the intent of Congress to 
reduce the benefits of current railroad 
retirees. Rather, the intent of Con
gress was to shore up the financially 
troubled fund and not to allow for new 
categories of beneficiaries. We accom
plished this task with the support of 
both management and labor. But a se
rious injustice was inadvertently in
flicted on railroad retirees, an injus
tice that I have been trying to correct 
for several months. 

In December, the Senate tried to 
correct this injustice, but we were, as I 
said, thwarted by our colleagues from 
the House. Today I am simply asking 
that we affirm that commitment. 

After our partially successful effort 
last December, I offered Senate Joint 
Resolution 269, a; resolution express
ing the sense of the Senate that full 
railroad retiree benefits should be re
stored as soon as possible. When offer-

ing that amendment, I pledged to the 
railroad retirees in Minnesota that I 
would try to amend the next available 
vehicle to restore their full benefits. 
Today, I am fulfulling that commit
ment. 

What we are talking about today is a 
matter of basic equity. Our amend
ment would simply give retirees the 
benefits they earned and they deserve. 
Our amendment also restores full cost
of-living adjustments for railroad re
tirees, increases that would be elimi
nated or severely reduced by this 
budget resolution. Finally, our amend
ment assures railroad retirees that 
there will be enough funds in the 
budget to keep the Railroad Retire
ment Board central office in Chicago, 
as well as all field offices, open and 
fully functioning. 

Mr. President, we must act immedi
ately and firmly to assure railroad re
tirees that their lives will not be put 
through the chaos of recent months. 
We must assure railroad retirees that 
the pensions they depend on for their 
very existence will no longer be the 
object of the ongoing political struggle 
over the Federal budget. 

Mr. President, one of these years, I 
hope it is 1983, this body is going to 
address the income security of every
body in this country. We have spent a 
lot of time in the last 2 weeks talking 
about social security as an element of 
that system. In the Finance Commit
tee, we have spent 2 years now dealing 
with that subject. 

Unfortunately, we do not have the 
income security of all Americans in 
our jurisdiction because it seems to be 
spread over a whole variety of commit
tees in this Congress. Perhaps that is 
one of the problems why we sit here 
and divide veterans from railroad re
tirees, from elderly persons, from pen
sions, their social security, or what
ever. 

I come from a railroad family. I am 
not going to describe that family to 
you. I know a lot about railroad retire
ment, probably about as much as I 
know about social security-and I do 
not consider myself an expert in 
either. 

I just think that it is very, very diffi
cult for us, in this kind of a forum, to 
be picking and choosing among those 
whom we believe are entitled to a 
standard-of-living adjustment. I think 
it is inappropriate to talk about 
whether or not there are railroads 
that are making money and railroads 
that are not making money. The fact 
of the matter is there are a lot of rail
roads that are making money in this 
country, but there are also an awful 
lot of people in this country that heav
ily depend on programs like this. 

I cannot stress strongly enough how 
vital these railroad retirement benefits 
are to those who receive them. I urge 
my colleagues to join us in voting for 
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this amendment so that the railroad 
retirees of this Nation can enjoy the 
secure retirements they worked so 
hard to earn. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM addressed the 
Chair. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I want 
to reserve myself 10 seconds, if I may. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that my state
ment be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Off 
the resolution? 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. With

out objection, it is so ordered. 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 

am pleased to offer my support to the 
amendment of the Senator from Ten
nessee, Mr. SASSER. This amendment 
addresses several important features 
of the railroad retirement program. In 
brief, the amendment would: 

First, provide full cost-of-living ad
justments to railroad retirees in fiscal 
years 1983, 1984, and 1985; 

Second, provide full funding of the 
dual benefits account; and 

Third, assure that the railroad re
tirement board central office and all 
field offices will be maintained at cur
rent funding levels. 

Mr. President, a significant portion 
of this railroad retirement benefit is in 
essence a social security benefit. 
Under Senate Concurrent Resolution 
92, railroad retirees would not receive 
the cost-of-living adjustment sched
uled for July 1, 1982, while social secu
rity recipients would receive it. During 
the next 2 years, these retirees would 
receive cost-of-living adjustments of 4 
percent. Over this same period, social 
security benefits would be fully adjust
ed for inflation under the assumptions 
of the budget resolution. I find this 
proposal troublesome from a number 
of standpoints. 

First, it is just plain unfair to pro
vide full cost-of-living adjustments to 
one group of social security recipients 
while expecting another group to go 
without any protection from inflation. 

Second, due to the complex interre
lationships between the railroad re
tirement and social security systems, it 
would be extremely difficult-if not 
impossible-to determine which bene
ficiaries would receive an adjustment 

• and in what amount. 
t: Finally, even if the structure of the 

railroad retirement system did not 
present particular problems in deter
mining COLA amounts, it is still not 
realistic to expect that Congress will 
complete action on the necessary legis
lation in time to implement a July 1, 
1982, freeze. Therefore, to achieve the 
assumed fiscal year 1983 savings in 
this program, all current beneficiaries 
would have their benefits cut by the 
amount of that July adjustment. 

With respect to fiscal years 1984 and 
1985, I believe it is inappropriate to 
make assumptions about capping cost-

of-living adjustments in railroad re
tirement until we have made some de
cisions about the treatment of social 
security benefits. Again, equity and 
the tie-in between social security and 
railroad retirement are major consid
erations. 

This amendment also assists the es
timated 400,000 railroad retirees who 
sustained a 15-percent reduction in so
called windfall benefits this year. It is 
important to point out that this is a 
fixed group of retirees-limited to in
dividuals who were qualified both for 
railroad retirement and for social secu
rity benefits prior to 1974. Railroad re
tirement law changes made in 1974 
prevent other retirees from receiving 
similar windfalls. 

When Congress agreed to establish a 
separate dual benefit account for the 
payment of these benefits to individ
uals "grandfathered" under the 1974 
act, it was naturally assumed that suf
ficient funds would be appropriated to 
provide full payment of benefits. Un
fortunately, this did not prove to be 
the case. I feel strongly that Congress 
should hold up its end of the agree
ment made in the 1974law. Having de
cided to protect those individuals al
ready entitled to dual benefits while 
correcting future dual entitlement 
problems, Congress should meet its 
commitment. 

For the most part, we are talking 
about a group of older individuals who 
have relied on the railroad retirement 
system for many years. We are talking 
about a group which is shrinking, not 
growing, in size. We must live up to 
the promises we have made to these 
retirees. 

Finally, this amendment assures 
that the railroad retirement board 
central and field offices will be able to 
continue at current funding levels. In 
the absence of this action, it is possible 
that as many as two-thirds of current
ly operating field offices will be closed. 
Virtually all of the cost of operating 
these offices is borne by the railroad 
retirement trust fund-a fund made 
up entirely of money raised by taxes 
on railroad industry payrolls. These 
offices offer invaluable specialized 
services to both railroad retirees and 
unemployed railroad workers. Given 
the complexity of the work handled at 
these field offices, it is clear that 
before any alternatives to the present 
structure are established, they should 
be studied to determine whether they 
will adequately replace the current 
field service. 

I urge my colleagues to join in sup
porting this amendment. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, 
did the Senator from Tennessee wish 
to reserve the remainder of his time? 

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator 
from Iowa. 

Mr. JEPSEN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I now 
offer my amendment. Would the clerk 
please read it? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is 
not in order to offer the amendment 
now until all time has expired. 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I was 
only doing that because I understood 
all time had been yielded back. Is that 
wrong? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
incorrect. 

Mr. JEPSEN. I stand corrected. I 
was trying to follow directions. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On 
whose time? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I do not care. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, will the 

Chair withhold that just for a 
moment? 

Mr. President, what is the time situ
ation on both sides? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 3 minutes and 17 seconds remain
ing for the opponents and 16 seconds 
for the proponents. 

Mr. BAKER. Would the Senator 
from Tennessee be willing to yield 
back the remainder of his time? 

Mr. SASSER. I would like to still re
serve the final10 seconds. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I think 
the best thing to do is to let the Sena
tor from Tennessee claim his time 
now, and I believe that the manager 
on this side is ready to yield back our 
time thereafter, or he may do it now if 
he wishes to do that. 

Mr. SASSER. Is the manager of the 
bill prepared to yield back his time? 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, if we are 
going to have a race for recognition, I 
aim to win, if I can. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I am 
confident that the distinguished ma
jority leader would win that race if we 
got in a race for recognition. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG, Mr. President, I 
yield back the remainder of our time 
on our side. 

Mr. BAKER addressed the Chair. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The major

ity leader. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I yield 

to the Senator from Iowa so that he 
may offer his amendment. 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, am I 
now in order to offer my amendment? 
It is my third time up. I do not want to 
strike out. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena
tor has been yielded time from the res
olution by the majority leader. The 
Senator has the floor. 
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UP AMENDMENT NO. 978 PERFECTING 

AMENDMENT TO UP AMENDMENT NO. 9 7 7 

(Purpose: To provide funds for payment of 
dual benefits to railroad retirees) 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment at the desk. I ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Iowa <Mr. JEPSEN) pro
poses an unprinted amendment No. 978, a 
perfecting amendment to unprinted amend
ment numbered 977. 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
Strike out all after "Viz:" and insert the 

following: 
On page 2, beginning with line 18, strike 

out through line 21 on page 3 and insert the 
following: 

(2) The appropriate levels of total new 
budget authority are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1982: $777,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1983: $835,329,200,000 plus 

$51,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1984: $897,031,700,000 plus 

$41,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: $972,834,200,000 plus 

$26,000,000. 
(3) The appropriate levels of total budget 

outlays are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1982: $740,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1983: $783,629,200,000 plus 

$51,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1984: $832,331,700,000 plus 

$41,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: $889,434,200,000 plus 

$26,000,000. 
(4) The amounts of the deficits in the 

budget which are appropriate in the light of 
economic conditions and all other relevant 
factors are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1982: $117,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1983: $115,429,200,000 plus 

$51,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1984: $91,331,700,000 plus 

$41,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: $64,434,200,000 plus 

$26,000,000. 
(5) The appropriate levels of the public 

debt are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1982: $1,144,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1983: $1,292,129,200,000 plus 

$51,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1984: $1,420,060,900,000 plus 

$92,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: $1,533,295,100,000 plus 

$118,000,000. 
And the amounts by which the temporary 
statutory limits on such debt should be ac
cordingly increased are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1982: $64,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1983: $147,929,200,000 plus 

$51,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1984: $127,931,700,000 plus 

$41,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: $113,234,200,000 plus 

$26,000,000. 
On page 16, beginning with line 12, strike 

out through line 4 on page 17 and insert the 
following: 

Fiscal year 1983: 
(A) New budget authority, 

$281,800,000,000 plus $51,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $272,600,000,000 plus 
$51,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, 
$2,000,000,000. 

<D> New primary loan guarantee commit
ments, $18,700,000. 

<E> New secondary loan guarantee com
mitments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1984: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$300,900,000,000 plus $41,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $288,300,000,000 plus 

$41,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1985: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$333,000,000,000 plus $26,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $309,800,000,000 plus 

$26,000,000. 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I will 
not repeat, other than to say that I 
admire the intentions of the distin
guished Senator from Tennessee. I 
share his concern for the retired rail
road worker and they know that. How
ever, as we all know, we have a budget. 
We have trying times but we are 
making some great progress. That is 
why I am offering a perfecting amend
ment which will provide what I believe 
we absolutely are morally obligated to 
do. It is incumbent on the Congress to 
continue to act in good faith by au
thorizing and appropriating the neces
sary funds for the benefits that they 
promised in 1974. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Who yields 
time for the parliamentary inquiry? 

Mr. SARBANES. It must be some
body in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I will 
yield for a parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. SARBANES. With the offering 
of the amendment by the Senator 
from Iowa, what is the time situation 
with respect to the proponents and op
ponents of the amendment? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Since this 
is one of the amendments upon which 
a special time agreement was granted, 
with no provision made for second
degree amendments they are not de
batable unless time is granted from 
the resolution. The majority leader is 
recognized. 

Mr. BAKER. That is correct, I am 
sure. I was at the desk to inquire of 
that point when the Senator from 
Maryland arose. I think clearly the 
best thing to do is to provide some 
time for that. I ask unanimous consent 
that there be 10 minutes equally divid
ed. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. -President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. In order to ask 
a parliamentary inquiry, must some
one yield time to the person asking 
that inquiry? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Will the 
Senator repeat his question? 

Mr. DECONCINI. My parliamentary 
inquiry is, to ask a parliamentary in
quiry must someone yield time for 
that purpose? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena
tor is correct. 

Mr. DECONCINI. If I want to ask a 
parliamentary inquiry, I must have 
time yielded to ask the question? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena
tor is correct. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I renew 
my request. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without 
objection, the request of the majority 
leader is granted. The Senator from 
Iowa is recognized. 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I re
serve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator 
yield 1 minute to the Senator from 
New Mexico. 

Mr. JEPSEN. I gladly yield 1 
minute. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
support the amendment the distin
guished Senator has offered. Basically, 
this will give the committee of juris
diction $51 million in additional 
budget authority and outlays for 1983, 
$41 million in 1984, and $26 million for 
1985. That is additional flexibility. But 
what we have done to send a message 
as to why we are doing it we have used 
the numbers that are estimated to be 
required to reinstate the windfall part 
of the previous amendment, the wind
fall part of the concern that has been 
expressed here. 

I do not want anyone to think that 
the committee is limited to just that. 
It is a very large committee function 
with a lot of money. They may very 
well use money for other things, even 
within their reconciliation instruction. 
But we have put back enough to clear
ly say that, "If you vote for this, you 
have put the windfall portion of this 
back into this resolution." 

I thank the Senator for yielding. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, does the 

minority leader have control of the 
time in opposition? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I have, Mr. Presi
dent. I yield to the Senator from Ten
nessee. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, let us 
make it crystal clear here. The per
fecting amendment which is being of
fered by the Senator from Iowa 
freezes the cost-of-living adjustments 
for 1982 and 1983. The effect of that is 
to deprive railroad retirees of the 
annual cost-of-living adjustments for 
1982 and 1983, 7.4 percent. I do not 
want my colleagues to be laboring 
under the false impression that that is 
not what occurs. 

There is a technical difficulty here. I 
am advised that administratively it is 
no longer feasible to freeze the rail
road retirement cost-of-living increase 
which is due to be paid in July of 1982. 
I am advised that computer tapes 
would have had to have been modified 
1 week ago in order to make this 
freeze effective. New computer tapes 
are already in preparation to comply 
with current law. 
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The only way around this obstacle 

would be to run the computer tapes 
which are already out of date, obtain
ing erroneous payments, which would 
then have to be corrected on an indi
vidual basis. This would have to be 
done laboriously by hand and would 
consume a considerable amount of 
staff time and cost a considerable 
amount of money, too. 

Mr. President, I think it is inequita
ble to derpive these railroad retirees 
who worked so hard and served so 
honorably the cost-of-living adjust
ments to which they are entitled. The 
cost of living has gone up during the 
period of time preceding the COLA ad
justment they are entitled to of 7.4 
percent. 

To agree to this substitute amend
ment this evening would effectively 
deprive them of that increase to which 
they are entitled. 

The cost of energy during the past 
year has not been frozen. The cost of 
housing during the past year has not 
been frozen. the cost of clothing, food, 
and the other necessities of life for 
these retirees has not been frozen over 
the past year. It seems to me it would 
be inequitable, unfair, at this time to 
deprive these retired workmen the 
cost-of-living adjustment to which 
they are entitled. 

Mr. HATCH. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. SASSER. No, I will not yield on 
my time. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I will be pleased to 
yield time from the resolution. 

Mr. HATCH. Just 30 seconds. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I yield. 
Mr. HATCH. I believe the Senator 

from Tennessee has made an excellent 
argument, but I think it should be 
pointed out that I believe there is 
enough flexibility in the committee to 
resolve this issue. The Senator from 
Iowa has made a very good suggestion. 
I would hope that everybody here on 
the floor would accept it and let us see 
what we can work out in the commit
tee. I feel very deeply about this issue, 
and I think people know that. 

I think he has made a good sugges
tion for this particular budget item. 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
from Iowa yield for a question? 

Mr. JEPSEN. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. SARBANES. As I understand it, 

the Sasser amendment covers three as
pects of the railroad retirement plan. 
One is the cost-of-living adjustment, 
which otherwise would be denied alto
gether to railroad retirees in 1982-ap
parently now a fiscal and administra
tive possibility. 

Second, the Sasser amendment ad
dressed the windfall question-the so
called windfall question. 

Third, it provides some fundS to 
maintain the operation of the Rail
road Retirement Board and its offi
cers. 

As I understand the amendment of 
the Senator from Iowa, it does only 
the second of those three things. 

Mr. JEPSEN. That is correct. 
Mr. SARBANES. Namely, it seeks to 

carry forward money for the so-called 
windfall but does not provide anything 
on the cost of living and allows the 
effort to begin to dismantle adminis
tratively the Railroad Retirement 
Board. Is that correct? 

Mr. JEPSEN. That is correct. 
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, it 

seems clear to me that the substitute 
proposal obviously does not fully ad
dress in a fair and quitable manner 
the situation confronting the railroad 
retirees. Therefore, I think the amend
ment offered by the Senator from 
Tennessee is superior to the substitute 
now being proposed. 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Three min
utes remain to the Senator. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? I shall take a 
minute off the bill so he will not lose 
his 3 minutes. 

Mr. JEPSEN. Certainly, Mr. Presi
dent. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I do 
not think the Senator's answer with 
reference to the Railroad Retirement 
Board was correct. Basically, I am 
told, if one assumes that the numbers 
and the uses contemplated in this res
olution are what are truly done, it 
would freeze that fund, not do away 
with it, I say to the Senator from 
Maryland. So there is money there. It 
is just at the same level. 

Mr. President, let me make this 
point, we keep referring to the Budget 
Committee eliminating this, that, or 
the other. The Senate should know 
that we have not eliminated cost-of
living indexes for retirees. The fact is 
that we do not eliminate anything. 

What we have done is . assume that 
there would be a 1-year freeze on 
COLA's and taken that much money 
out of the function. Then we have rec
onciled that amount of money. The 
Labor and Human Resources Commit
tee will not be forced to eliminate 
COLA's unless it decides that that is 
the best way to achieve the savings re
quired of it. 

The committee could, indeed, pick 
on other programs. There are numer
ous ones within their jurisdiction. 
Indeed, they may find that they give 
partial COLA and cut some other pro
gram. That will be their job under the 
chairmanship of the distinguished 
Senator from Utah <Mr. HATCH) who 
just spoke. He is correct. 

I thank the Senator for yielding. 
Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from Tennessee yield? 
Mr. SASSER. How much time do I 

have, Mr. President? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena
tor from Tennessee has 1 V2 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. SASSER. I yield a minute to the 
Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I think 
the comment the chairman of the 
committee just made is, with all due 
respect, a lot of baloney. You cannot 
say you are going to take it out of 
something else if you are not going to 
indicate what the something else is. If 
you have a specific proposal to cut 
something, then you should offer it. 
But you cannot assume that somehow, 
it will appear like magic. I think the 
amendment of the Senator from Iowa 
guts the amendment that has been of
fered by the Senator from Tennessee 
and others. I hope we can get this 
amendment out of the way so that we 
can have an up or down vote on 
whether we want to deny the railroad 
retirees of their rightful benefits. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I could 
not agree more with the distinguished 
Senator from Michigan. The amend
ment of the Senator from Iowa effec
tively emasculates the amendment 
that I previously offered. In view of 
that, Mr. President, I move to lay the 
Jepsen amendment on the table. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The 
motion to lay the amendment on the 
table is not in order until the time has 
been used or yielded back. The Sena
tor from Iowa has 3 minutes remain
ing. 

The Senator from Iowa. 
Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I shall 

not take all the time. I just repeat 
that, clearly, we have an obligation to 
continue the funding for these bene
fits that I am proposing. Clearly, we 
do not have an obligation to treat any 
differently those under this retire
ment system than those who are 
under the civil service retirement 
system, or those who are under the 
military retirement system. The COLA 
for the railroad retirement system, the 
richest major pension system in the 
country, will cost over $1% billion 
through 1985. This is essentially a pri
vate sector benefit. It is well above 
civil service, and railway labor and 
management can negotiate among 
themselves the amount and the terms 
of the pension component. 

Mr. President, the large majority, 
over 50 percent of the pension plans in 
this country, do not have automatic 
COLA increases. This is one the the 
reasons we are in the deep economic 
trouble we are in today. I think this 
pension should be treated just as we 
are treating all the others except 
social security. But it is an obligation 
that we must fulfill to provide for 
these dual benefits for the· retirees 
that we promised in 1974 who were en
titled to benefits as of 1975. We are 
fulfilling that promise. 
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Mr. President, I yield to the majori

ty leader. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. I yield myself I minute 
on the resolution. 

Mr. President, I have discussed the 
request I am about to make with the 
minority leader and with a number of 
Senators, including the distinguished 
junior Senator from Tennessee, the 
author of the original amendment. 

There is a drafting error in the 
second-degree amendment. I ask unan
imous consent that notwithstanding 
the time limitation which was provid
ed, the Senator from Iowa may modify 
his amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection? 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object, and I do not 
know that I intend to object, I want to 
clarify what is occurring. We have not 
seen the language, and I want to make 
it clear that the understanding is that 
this does not change the substance of 
the amendment in any way. As I un
derstand it, the reconciliation instruc
tion related to a number change that 
was left out of the amendment, so it is 
a bona fide technical error and not a 
change in substance. If it is a change 
in substance in any way, I would 
object. 

Mr. DOMENICI. No, it is not a 
change in substance. I have not seen 
it, but the staff informs me that you 
need to carry the numbers in two 
places, and the number is not carried 
in the reconciliation instruction; that, 
consequently, the principal thrust will 
be left out if we do not fix it. But if we 
have the votes for that, obviously that 
is our intention, and sooner or later we 
are going to do it. We will either vote 
the Sasser amendment down and do it 
by telling everybody that is what we 
are going to do, or the Senator will 
graciously let us fix it, and then we 
could vote. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, the 
kicker in the situation is that were it 
not for the 10 minutes equally divided, 
the right would exist to make the 
modification. 

As the Senator will recall, I request
ed the time so that Senators on this 
side might debate the second-degree 
amendment and so that there would 
be some time. 

I sincerely hope that there will be no 
objection to this correction, which is 
truly a drafting error. 

Mr. RIEGLE. I thank the Senator. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, so that 
there may be a moment for the staff 
to correct that, I am prepared to 
debate further on this measure, al
though time has expired, or to offer 
another quorum call for perhaps 5 
minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, it is 
11:30. Is the majority leader prepared 
to tell us what he intends to do this 
evening? 

Mr. BAKER. I had planned to go out 
at 12 o'clock. 

Mr. CHILES. I thought it was 11:30. 
Mr. BAKER. That leaves me 3 min

utes. I see the Senator from Florida 
nodding in agreement. 

Mr. President, I still plan to go out 
about 12 o'clock. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I have an amendment which I 
would call up tonight. 

1 Mr. BAKER. Can the Senator from 
West Virginia give me some idea how 
long, or perhaps we already have a 
time agreement on the amendment? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Thirty min
utes or less, equally divided. 

Mr. BAKER. All right. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Twenty 

minutes equally divided. 
Mr. BAKER. Yes; I think we might 

arrange that. That means we may run 
a little past 12. 

Will the minority leader permit me 
to explore that with the people on my 
side? 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I 
have an amendment I should like to 
call up tonight which could easily take 
10 minutes or less, equally divided. 

Mr. BAKER. I am willing to consider 
that. I set 12 as the target time; but if 
there is a general consensus that we 
should do this, I am willing to do it. 
Let me explore that possibility as well. 

Mr. SARBANES. It seems to be an 
opportunity to get rid of a lot of 
amendments. 

Mr. BAKER. That is the most coop
eration I have had in a long time. 

I thank the Senators. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 

wonder if the majority leader--
The VICE PRESIDENT. The major

ity leader is .recognized. The Senate 
will be in order. 

Mr. BAKER. I yield to the Senator 
from Louisiana. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I wonder if the 
majority leader might inquire about 
how many amendments remain, so 
that we can have some idea about 
what time we can get away tomorrow. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, in 
answer to the Senator from Louisiana, 
it appears that there are still two 
DeConcini amendments. 

Do I correctly understand that the 
Senator from Arizona is willing to 
reduce the time on either or both of 
those amendments? 

Mr. DECONCINI. That is correct. 
Mr. BAKER. Ten minutes each? 
Mr. DECONCINI. That is correct. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I make 

that request at this time-that on two 
DeConcini amendments, instead of 30 
minutes each, the time be reduced to 
10 minutes each, equally divided. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object--

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, will 
the majority leader yield for an in
quiry? 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, let me 
pursue this. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the majority 
leader include in his unanimous-con
sent request a waiver of any point of 
order with reference to germaneness? 

Mr. BAKER. Yes, I will. 
Mr. DOMENICI. And could we have 

that with all of them, that that will be 
reserved, that the germaneness objec
tion is not waived by the unanimous
consent request? 

Mr. BAKER. Yes. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob

jection? 
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, re

serving the right to object, it is my un
derstanding that if we agree to these 
time limits, we then have placed our
selves in the position that there is no 
debate time on the second-degree 
amendment. Is that correct? 

Mr. BAKER. I am sorry. I was dis
tracted by another conversation. Will 
the Senator repeat his question? 

Mr. SARBANES. If we agree to the 
time limit on these first-degree amend
ments, which we seek to do, to try to 
limit this, we are placing ourselves in 
the position that no debate time is 
then available, should a second-degree 
amendment be offered to the first
degree amendment, as happened with 
the Jepsen amendment to the Sasser 
amendment. Is that correct? 

Mr. BAKER. That is the parliamen
tary situation unless we make provi
sion for time for debate on a second
degree amendment. 

Mr. SARBANES. Could we do that? 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Except 

time can be yielded off the resolution. 
Mr. BAKER. As the minority leader 

points out, while that is correct as to 
that amendment, time can be yielded 
off the resolution itself for that pur
pose. 

Mr. SARBANES. I understand that, 
but that time is getting down pretty 
low now. 

Mr. DOLE. Five hours. 
Mr. SARBANES. There are 5 hours 

now, I think. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, could 

the Chair ask the clerk to give us the 
time remaining on the resolution? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. There is a 
total of 6 hours and 57 minutes, ap
proximately 7 hours. 
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Mr. SARBANES. As I understand it, 

the chairman of the committee ob
tained a blanket request as to ger
maneness that a point of order would 
not be waived on any amendment. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. BAKER. What the chairman 
did, as I understand him, was to ask 
me in any future request that I make 
to include that proviso. 

Mr. SARBANES. I wonder if that 
could be a proviso at least for 5 min
utes equally divided on second-degree 
amendments and first-degree amend
ments upon which time limits are 
placed. There is a minimum guaran
tee. 

Mr. BAKER. I think that is a rea
sonable request. 

Mr. President, I amend my request 
with respect to the two DeConcini 
amendments in those two respects 
First, that no point of order as to ger
maneness is waived, and second, if a 
second-degree amendment is offered 
there will be 5 minutes of debate 
equally divided. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, was that 
request granted? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The majority leader. 
Mr. BAKER. Now, Mr. President, 

continuing with the list, there are two 
Moynihan amendments on which we 
already have time agreements of 20 
minutes each. I do not see the Senator 
from New York. Yes. Does the Senator 
from New York still plan to offer both 
those amendments? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I do, and I would 
be happy to agree to a 20-minute time 
limit equally divided on each. 

Mr. BAKER. Could we make that 10 
minutes equally divided? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Yes, if that is to 
be a general pattern. 

Mr. BAKER. I make that request 
with the same two conditions as previ
ously stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Now, Mr. Leader, 
reserving the right to object, on the 5 
minutes that we granted for second
degree amendments my germaneness 
applies and this would be all the way 
through. 

Mr. BAKER. Yes; that is correct. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Sena

tor. 
Mr. BAKER. Next is the Hollings 

amendment dealing with WIC on 
which there is 30 minutes. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Make it 20 minutes. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, reserv

ing the right to object. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi

dent, reserving the right to object, I 
would hope if we are going to continue 
to limit time on amendments that we 
agree that there will be no second-

degree amendments so we have 
amendments in the first degree voted 
on up or down without second-degree 
amendments. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President. maybe I 
am getting in over my head. I do not 
know whether there will be second
degree amendments. I do not expect 
them. There has been only one in this 
entire sequence. I think the point 
made by the Senator from Maryland is 
a good point, that is, if we are going to 
have them we should have some time 
to discuss them. But I cannot honestly 
say that I can provide against second
degree amendments in that event. 

Mr. SARBANES. If I could suggest 
to the majority leader it would seem 
to me many Members would be in
duced to limit the time for debate on 
their first-degree amendment and 
thereby expedite business if they 
could conceive of the understanding 
that it would be their amendment that 
would be considered and that they 
would not have to be concerned about 
second-degree amendments. 

Mr. BAKER. I think I better just 
retire from the field, Mr. President. I 
think we have a good list. 

I understand that the Senator from 
Georgia has an amendment which is 
not on my list. Is the Senator from 
Georgia on the floor? Is there an 
amendment to be offered by the Sena
tor from Georgia? 

Mr. NUNN. Yes. 
Mr. BAKER. Would the Senator 

from Georgia give us the subject 
matter and whether or not he would 
be willing to take a short time limita
tion. 

Mr. NUNN. I would be willing to 
take a short time limitation. I am in 
the process of drawing the amendment 
now, and I would be premature to talk 
about the subject matter. It does 
relate to the budget. That would be an 
effort to lower the deficit. I will tell 
that. It will not be an add on. 

I think it will be about 20 minutes 
on each side. 

Mr. BAKER. I am sorry. I did not 
hear. 

Mr. NUNN. About 20 minutes on 
each side. 

Mr. BAKER. Rather than do this 
now, let me confer with the Senator 
from Georgia and see how we do that. 

Mr. President, I do not think that we 
are going to make much more progress 
with this now. I am prepared. I think, 
to go forward with the vote. 

Mr. President, while I check on one 
matter, I beg the indulgence of the 
Senate while I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. 
President, will the majority leader 
yield? 

Mr. BAKER. I yield to the Senator 
from Virginia. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. The ma
jority leader did not include the possi
ble amendment by the Senator from 
Virginia. Do not leave me off that list. 

Mr. BAKER. The Senator from Vir
ginia is on the list. I just never got 
down that far. I gave up before I 
reached him. 

I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection? Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, will a 
tabling motion be in order at this 
time? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena
tor from New Mexico has the floor 
and could suggest the absence of a 
quorum if he wished. In the absence of 
that, a motion to table would be in 
order. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I move 
to table the substitute amendment of 
the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques

tion is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Tennessee to table 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Iowa. The yeas and nays have been or
dered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 

Senator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD), 
is necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Oregon 
<Mr. HATFIELD), would vote "nay." 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
desiring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 58, 
nays 41, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 135 Leg.] 
YEAS-58 

Andrews 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Biden 
Boren 
Bradley 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Byrd, Robert C. 
Cannon 
Chiles 
Cranston 
DeConcini 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Duren berger 
Eagleton 
Ex on 
Ford 
Glenn 

Abdnor 
Armstrong 

Hart 
Hatch 
Hawkins 
Heflin 
Heinz 
Hollings 
Huddleston 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kennedy 
Leahy 
Levin 
Long 
Mathias 
Matsunaga 
Melcher 
Metzenbaum 
Mitchell 

NAYS-41 
Baker 
Boschwitz 

Moynihan 
Nunn 
Pell 
Percy 
Pressler 
Proxmire 
Pryor 
Randolph 
Riegle 
Roth 
Sarbanes 
Sasser 
Specter 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Tsongas 
Weicker 
Zorinsky 

Brady 



May 20, 1982 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 11037 
Byrd, 

Harry F ., Jr. 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Cohen 
D'Amato 
Danfort h 
Denton 
Dole 
Domenici 
East 
Garn 
Goldwa ter 

Gorton 
Grassley 
Hayakawa 
Helms 
H umphrey 
Jepsen 
Kasten 
Laxalt 
Lugar 
Mattin gly 
McClure 
Murkowski 
Nickles 

Packwood 
Quayle 
Rudman 
Schmitt 
Simpson 
S tevens 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Wallop 
Warner 

NOT VOTING-1 
Hatfield 

So the motion to lay on the table 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Iowa was agreed to. 

(The following proceedings occurred 
after midnight:) 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, let me 
put a suggestion. I understand the dis
tinguished minority leader has an 
amendment that he wants to take up 
tonight. 

I am advised by the manager of the 
· bill on this side that he is not at this 
moment prepared to go forward with a 
vote on the Sasser amendment. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi
dent, that it be in order to temporarily 
lay aside the Sasser amendment and 
proceed to the consideration of the 
Byrd amendment. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Reserving the right to 
object, and I do not know that I will 
object, but I am wondering, under the 
parliamentary situation, if the Sasser 
amendment is agreed to, as I hope it 
would be, it is still subject to later 
amendment, as I understand it. So I 
think in fairness, after debating the 
issue, we have had a vote, a decisive 
vote, and I think we ought to have an 
opportunity to vote on a Sasser 
amendment. If the chairman of the 
Budget Committee or somebody else 
tomorrow or later tonight wants to 
offer an additional amendment, they 
are fully within their right to do so. 

Mr. BAKER. I have not one word in 
disagreement with that. It does not 
prejudice the right of any party to 
amend the Sasser amendment if and 
when the Sasser amendment is adopt
ed, and I rather suspect that it will be. 
I was trying to avoid that rollcall and 
get to another matter. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Let us do it by voice 
vote. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I prefer 
to do it this way. I do not think any
body loses any rights. 

Mr. President, what I would like to 
do is to temporarily lay aside the 
Sasser amendment and take up the 
amendment to be offered by the Sena
tor from West Virginia. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
object. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection 
is heard. 

The question recurs on the amend
ment of the Senator from Tennessee. 

The majority leader is recognized. 
SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote. Vote. · 

Mr. DOMENICI. I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum, Mr. President. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the 
Chair. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The majority leader is recognized. 
The Senate will be in order. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection? Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 9 A.M. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that when the Sen
ate completes its business today it 
stand in recess until the hour of 9 a.m. 
this morning. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BAKER. I yield. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Several of 

our Members will not be here tomor
row and have said that they would like 
to vote on the Sasser amendment to
night. Even though I would like to 
have a vote on my amendment, several 
of my Members will be gone. But could 
we not at least have the vote on the 
Sasser amendment while we have Sen
ators here? 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, let me 
put the request, if I may, for the time 
of the meeting tomorrow, if the minor
ity leader would not object. 

I ask unanimous consent that when 
we complete our business this day we 
stand in recess until the hour of 9 a.m. 
this morning. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Reserving the right to 
object, and I do not want to be conten
tious. It is a late hour and we are all 
tired. But before we say yes to that, I 
want to have some sense of what is 
going to follow later tonight. I want to 
protect this situation. If the Senator 
will give me some idea, I will be happy 
to consent to the request. 

Mr. BAKER. I will do that, but right 
now all I can do is try to establish a 
time for in the morning. At some point 
we have to reconvene today, and I 
hope the Senator from Michigan will 
not object. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection? Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I think 
in less than 60 seconds I can give an 
answer on what else will occur. Before 
I do that, may I put a parliamentary 
inquiry? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena
tor will state it. 

Mr. BAKER. As of this moment, the 
Sasser amendment is the pending 
amendment, is that correct? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena
tor is correct. 

Mr. BAKER. As, when, and if the 
Sasser amendment is adopted, the 
Sasser amendment would still be sub
ject to amendment in what degree? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. It would be 
amendable if the amendment made or 
maintained mathematical consistency. 

Mr. BAKER. That amendment 
would be in order at any time during 
the consideration of this resolution, 
would it not? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena
tor is correct. 

Mr. BAKER. That is a unique fea
ture to the Budget Act. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena
tor is correct. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I shall 
not take long, but I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ·BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the yeas and 
nays on the Sasser amendment be viti
ated. 

Mr. QUAYLE. I object. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob

jection? 
Mr. QUAYLE. I object. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection 

is heard. 

MOTION TO RECESS UNTIL 9 
A.M. ON FRIDAY, MAY 21, 1982 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
now stand in recess until 9 a.m. this 
morning. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I object. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi

dent, I do not want to object to the 
majority leader's request. He can move 
for it and get a vote on it. I hope we 
can vote upon the amendment by Mr. 
SASSER. Several Senators will have to 
be gone in the morning. Inasmuch as 
the figure will again be amendable, 
this will leave the majority side some 
recourse. If it saw fit to attempt to 
amend the figure again, it could do so 
on tomorrow. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, once 
again, I do not dispute any part of 
that. I think that is not my problem at 
the moment. I think there is such a 
total failure of consensus on how we 
should proceed, I think the best thing 
is to get started in the morning. 
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Mr. President, I move, in accordance 

with the order previously entered, 
that the Senate stand in recess until 9 
a.m. today. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques
tion is on--

SEVERAL SENATORS. Yeas and nays, 
Mr. President. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
VOTE ON MOTION TO RECESS 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the motion to 
recess. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from Oregon <Mr. HATFIELD) 
is necessarily absent. 

I further announced that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Oregon 
<Mr. HATFIELD) would vote "yea." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
MURKOWSKI). Are there any other 

Senators in the Chamber who wish to 
vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 55, 
nays 44, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 136 Leg.] 
YEAS-55 

Abdnor Goldwater Nickles 
Andrews Gorton Packwood 
Armstrong Grassley Percy 
Baker Hatch Pressler 
Boschwitz Hawkins Quayle 
Brady Hayakawa Roth 
Byrd, Heinz Rudman 

Harry F., Jr. Helms Schmitt 
Chafee Hollings Simpson 
Cochran Humphrey Specter 
Cohen Jepsen Stafford 
D'Amato Kassebaum Stevens 
Danforth Kasten Symms 
Denton Laxalt Thurmond 
Dole Lugar Tower 
Domenici Mathias Wallop 
Duren berger Mattingly Warner 
East McClure Weicker 
Garn Murkowski 

NAYS-44 
Baucus Cannon Ford 
Bentsen Chiles Glenn 
Biden Cranston Hart 
Boren DeConcini Heflin 
Bradley Dixon Huddleston 
Bumpers Dodd Inouye 
Burdick Eagleton Jackson 
Byrd, Robert C. Ex on Johnston 

Kennedy 
Leahy 
Levin 
Long 
Matsunaga 
Melcher 
Metzenbaum 

Mitchell 
Moynihan 
Nunn 
Pell 
Proxmire 
Pryor 
Randolph 

Riegle 
Sarbanes 
Sasser 
Stennis 
Tsongas 
Zorinsky 

NOT VOTING-1 
Hatfield 

RECESS UNTIL 9 A.M. 
The motion was agreed to; and at 

12:25 a.m., the Senate recessed until 9 
a.m., Friday, May 21, 1982. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by 

the Senate May 20, 1982: 
THE JUDICIARY 

Steffen W. Graae, of the District of Co· 
lumbia, to be an associate judge of the Su
perior Court of the District of Columbia for 
a term of 15 years, vice Dyer Justice Taylor, 
retired. 

George W. Mitchell, of the District of Co
lumbia, to be an associate judge of the Su
perior Court of the District of Columbia for 
a term of 15 years, vice William E. Stewart, 
Jr., retired. 
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